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FRIDAY, JANUARY 29, 1960 
U.S. Senate, 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pustic LANDs OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Twin Falls, Idaho. 

The hearing convened at 9:30 a.m., Friday, January 29, 1960, in 
the Roundup room, Rogerson Hotel, Twin Falls, Idaho, Senator 
Frank E. Moss presiding. 

Also present: Mr. Richard L. Callaghan, staff director, U.S. Sen- 
ate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs; Mr. John Carver, 
administrative assistant to Senator Frank Church of Idaho. 

Senator Moss. My name is Frank E. Moss. I am a Senator from 
Utah. This is a public hearing of the Public Lands Subcommittee of 
the Interior ar Insular Affairs Committee of the Senate. The 


purpose of this hearing today here is to permit the users of the public 
domain, the Bureau of Land Management lands and of forest lands 
an opportunity to state the problems that they have regarding the 


administration of the lands that are used by citizens of this State, 
and if there be any, of surrounding areas. 

The reason that this hearing is held today in Twin Falls comes 
from the experience of Senator Church during the fall season when 
he learned that there were a great number of complaints and griev- 
ances about the cutting of allotments for grazing on the public do- 
main and other problems that exist. Senator Church, who is a 
member of the Interior Committee, reported to the chairman and in 
turn to the chairman of the subcommittee, Senator O’Mahoney, of 
Wyoming. Senator O’Mahoney has directed me, as a member of his 
subcommittee, to come and hold this hearing here today. 

John Carver, who is the administrative assistant of Senator 
Church, is present here at the hearing representing Senator Church, 
and will make a statement later in the Senator’s behalf. Senator 
Dworshak is also a member of the Interior and Insular Affairs Com- 
mittee but was unable to be here today. However, he is very much 
concerned with this problem and is interested in securing the record 
which will be made here today. 

We have a large number of witnesses to be heard here today and we 
will proceed, if we can, in a rather orderly fashion so that everyone 
will have an opportunity to be heard, and yet we will be able to com- 
plete our hearing in the time allotted. We will have both a morning 
session and an afternoon session today. I am going to request that 
as far as possible witnesses be called in geographical areas. We will 
hear the Salmon City area and the southeastern Idaho area in the 
morning, and the central Idaho and southwestern Idaho areas in the 
afternoon, if we can work it out that way. 

1 
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I also would request that each area or section have a principal 
spokesman to present the overall problem of the area and develop the 
case, as it were, and that other people then from that area who have 
come here today confine their statements to a very limited and brief 
statement about any particular problem that concerns that particular 
person. This will be a fair way to divide the time among all of the 
areas and permit us to have a meaningful record. 

I would like to announce also that the record that will be made 
here today will be printed and will be available to people who are 
interested to have that record. Each person who testifies is requested 
not only to give his name at the beginning of his testimony, but his 
address, so that we will have a record of it and know how to com- 
municate with him if he wishes a copy of the record. If there are 
any who do not testify but yet would like to have a copy of the record, 
you may speak to Mr. Carver at any appropriate time during this 
hearing. 

I am pleased to announce that we have with us some representatives 
of the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management today. 
They were invited to attend the hearing and I am glad that they are 
here. They will not be called upon to testify today. They will be 
here as observers. The record will be open and after the conclusion 
of this testimony the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement and any other Government departments who care to do so 
will be called upon to make comments or to give any additional in- 
formation that they may wish to put in the record so that it will be 
complete when it is studied by the subcommittee and the full commit- 
tee of the Senate. 

We recognize that there are problems that exist and we are just 
trying to find an equitable and fair solution to them. That is the 
reason for holding the hearing, so that you people who are imme- 
diately concerned with the problem can have this opportunity right 
here in your own State, in your own community, to put in the record 
and put before the Senate committee your views. 

The hearing will proceed in as orderly and direct a manner as we 
ean. I certainly want to have everyone who wishes to have an oppor- 
tunity to speak, but I again ask you to keep your remarks brief so 
that you will not deprive someone else of his chance to speak. The 
hearing will be completed today. There may be a possibility of 
future hearings, but this particular one will be completed today. 

We will begin then by asking Mr. John Carver to make a statement 
in behalf of Senator Church, and then I will call on Mr. Walter 
Schodde. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR FRANK CHURCH, PRESENTED BY 
JOHN CARVER, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 


Mr. Carver (reading Senator Church’s statement). Mr. Chairman, 
this statement will be presented to you by my assistant because it is 
impossible for me personally to attend this very important hearing. 
I am deeply appreciative of your courtesy and cooperation in arrang- 
ing your own busy schedule so that interested people in the State of 
Idaho can present their views at this hearing in Twin Falls. As I 
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am not a member of the Public Lands Subcommittee, I took this 
matter up with the subcommittee chairman, the Honorable Joseph 
C. O’Mahoney, of Wyoming, and with our chairman of the full In- 
terior Committee, the Honorable James E. Murray of Montana. Both 
of them, and other members of the Public Lands Subcommittee, ex- 
pressed to me sincere interest in the problems which you will hear 
about today and I am sure that the result of this hearing will be 
studied carefully. 

I think it very important that Government should be responsive 
to the sentiments of the citizens, and I know of nothing better than a 
field hearing to give to the record the authenticity and earnestness 
which compels sympathetic consideration by the Congress. 

My own conversations with many of the people who are here today 
have informed me in a general way of what the witnesses who will 
testify before you are facing. The grievances are manyfold, but the 
one overriding factor is that the issue at stake is the livelihood of 
Idaho citizens engaged in raising cattle and sheep. 

The ramifications of this question will be presented for the official 
record. I am sure that the position of the small-range users who 
have been affected by grazing cuts proportionately more harshly than 
some of the larger users will be thoroughly aired. 

I know that you, Mr. Chairman, are well acquainted with the Fed- 
eral Range Code and with the provisions in it for nonuse permits. 
As important however as the code itself, is the way it is administered. 

The public domain and Forest Service lands constitute 65 percent 
of the land area of the State of Idaho. Two separate systems apply 
to the use of this land for grazing purposes—one administered by the 
Department of Interior, and one by the Department of Agriculture. 
The range is used by both sheep and cattle. 

The range users are not greedy or shortsighted as a group or class, 
and I think that every one of them knows that his own livelihood 
depends upon continued good range conditions. I have had meetings 
at Salmon, at Arimo, at Pocatello, and at Boise, not only with range 
users but with officials of the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land 
Management. It was emphasized and reemphasized to me by the 
users of the range that they felt that the technical and scientific 
personnel who assist in determining the carrying capacity of the 
range were using procedures and methods which were not understood 
or which were felt to be inadequate or inappropriate. I am sure that 
you also will hear the views of the users in this connection. 

Mr. Chairman, as a Senator from the State of Idaho, I welcome 
you to our State. Twin Falls and Salt Lake City are but an hour 
apart, and we share a common interest in this whole problem. Thank 
you for helping us. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Carver. Mr. Walter Schodde, who 
is the past president of the Idaho Cattlemen’s Association will make 
a statement for that association. 

T would like to announce that Mr. John Breckenridge will make a 
similar statement for the Wool Growers Association in the afternoon 
session, but they will appear in the same part of the record as state- 
ments by associations. 

Mr. Schodde, you may proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF WALTER SCHODDE, REPRESENTING THE 
IDAHO CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Scuoppge. Senator Moss, ladies and gentlemen, I am Walter 
Schodde from Brrley, Idaho, and I am representing the Idaho Cattle- 
men’s Association, the beef cattle organization of Idaho. This state- 
ment is with the approval of the membership. 

The agricultural economy of various counties in Idaho is almost 
totally dependent upon income from beef cattle summer ranged on 
Forest and Bureau of Land Management lands, and winter fed on 
the grower’s ranch premises. These same growers are fully aware 
of the necessity of proper use and control of public land areas, not 
only for their own welfare as:stockgrowers, but as well as in light 
of the need for conservation of national resources, and that all proper 
and necessary regulations concerning private use of such areas should 
be established. 

Range carrying capacity is presently determined by the unrealistic 
“hoop” method; that is, the throwing down of a small hoop in pre- 
determined areas and counting the forage contained within the hoop. 
On the basis of such inconclusive, impractical and theoretical infor- 
mation, drastic reductions in grazing allotments have been made. 

We vigorously protest these reductions when based upon present 
methods, and urge that no more grazing cuts be made until a more 
practical method, which uses a thorough inspection of the total graz- 
ing areas, and examination of the condition of the livestock as they 
leave the areas at the close of the grazing season is developed. 

Also, we believe the examination and inspection should be made in 
common by the proper trained officials concerned, and representatives 
of the livestock growers. 

Under present procedures, the only court hearing on the merits of 
any grazing dispute with the Forest, or Bureau of Land Management 

iven to a licensee is before the circuit court of appeals in Wash- 
ington, D.C., by appeal from a decision of the Secretary. 

Considering the expense to western livestock men of prosecuting 
an appeal before said court, and considering also that said court is an 
appellate and not a trial court, and would not be as familiar with 
western grazing problems as western courts and juries in the area 
where such disputes, this amounts to no right of court hearing at all. 

We, the Idaho Cattlemen’s Association, strongly urge amendatory 
legislation to give forest licensees a right of appeal on the merits of 
any grazing dispute from a decision thereon by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to the Federal district court in the Federal district and divi- 
sion where the range involved is located, and that upon such appeal 
a hearing de novo be held on the merits of such dispute before the 
court or a jury. 

We appreciate this opportunity of being able to present our state- 
ment concerning this vital problem confronting the cattle industry of 
Idaho. Thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you very much, Mr. Schodde. The large 
number we have here is indicative of the great interest in this problem 
that we are discussing today. 

Our next witness will be John Snook, of Salmon, Idaho. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN SNOOK, REPRESENTING THE CENTRAL 
IDAHO RANGE RIGHTS PROTECTIVE. ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Snoox. Senator Moss, ladies and gentlemen, I am John Snook, 
Salmon, Idaho. My brother and I run a 300-cow outfit between 
Baker and Tendoy. 

What I will have to say will not only be on my own behalf, but for 
the 106 ranchers who are members of the Central Idaho Range Rights 
Protective Association. I am secretary of that organization. This 
is a statement in behalf of the Central Idaho Range Rights Protective 
Association, which is made up of 106 ranchers in Lemhi and Custer 
Counties in Idaho. 

For over half a century, the Lemhi, Salmon River, Upper Lost 
River, and Stanley Basin areas have been livestock country, and this 
has been their main industry and the backbone of their economies. 
For approximately the same period of time, the livestock producers 
have used and depended upon grazing use of public domain areas, par- 
ticularly in the spring and early summer. The livestock operators in 
this area have for many years been recognized as established and con- 
tinuing operations which normally involve the substantial use of the 
public range in a regular, continuing manner each year. A stable live- 
stock industry in this area requires continued substantial use of public 
domain grazing areas. 

Each of the livestock operators has been required by the grazing 
laws to own and operate base properties of sufficient size and produc- 
tive capacity that each produce encugh feed to take care of his per- 
mitted livestock for 4 months of each year off the Federal range. In 
other words, these operators have acquired hay producing land, to- 
gether with the necessary machinery, buildings, corrals, and other 
capital assets in direct relation to the Federal grazing permits they 
held, because their Federal grazing permits determined in most cases 
the numbers of livestock they could operate year around, and these 
same permits required that in order to hold such permits the opera- 
tor had to have an outfit which would feed his permitted livestock 
for at least 4 months of each year. As a result, a 150-head cow outfit 
which is forced to reduce to 75 head by a grazing cut at the same time 
sacrifices a considerable amount of the value of his base property be- 
cause he is overcapitalized after the reduction. The value of the real 
estate owned by the operator is reduced because it is no longer a 150- 
cow unit, but is a 75-cow unit operation. 

Most of these operations are small outfits, which run small numbers 
of livestock. Any substantial reduction of the permitted numbers of 
these outfits would in most cases put them below the numbers where 
they could operate economically and profitably, resulting in sacrifice 
sales or bankruptcy. 

During 1958 the Salmon office of the Bureau of Land Management, 
being grazing district No. 4, surveyed the carrying capacity »f ap- 
proximately 300,000 acres of range in this area. The survey was; con- 
ducted over a period of 214 months between July 1, 1958, and Septem- 
ber 15, 1958, by a crew consisting of five college students supervised by 
two employees of the local BLM office. Aside from their college 
work—they were majoring in range management, forestry, or related 
subjects—the five students had only 2 weeks of training in the field be- 
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fore the survey started, and 1 day of training each week th it the sur- 
vey was in progress. The survey team used the weigl t-estimate 
method of surveying, which involves the estimating of the green 
weight of different types of forage in plots of 914 square feet, one- 
tenth of a mile apart, along survey lines approximately one half mile 
apart over the range area eee surveyed. The surveyors also must 
estimate, from observation, which types of forage predominate in 
various areas, and indicate such areas on maps. These various esti- 
mates were made with some supervision by the BLM employees over 
all of the 300,000 acres of public domain range in 214 months by the 
aforementioned college students. The two supervisors then took 
samples of the various main types of forage from the various type 
areas, dried them over periods of approximately 2 weeks, depending 
on apparent moisture content, weighed the samples, and with certain 
tables and formulas converted these figures and those estimated by 
the college students into conclusions as to what numbers of livestock 
each unit of range would support. 

On the basis of these estimates and computations, the Salmon 
BLM office announced to the district advisory board at the beginning 
of 1959 that substantial grazing reductions would be necessary. The 
amount of grazing reductions the BLM had in mind is shown by the 
following figures recommended by the range manager to the advisory 
board : 


Grazing reduction 


Unit Percent Unit 


Jolley Creek Pratt Creek 

Lake Creek to Williams Creek__ Sandy-Kinney Creek 
Jessie to Fenster Creeks Agency Creek 

Wallace Creek Grouse Creek 

Boyle Creek 

Badger Spring Petersons to Jakes Creek 
South Carmen Creek Eighteen Mile Creek 
Warm Springs Creek Lee Creek-Mill Creek 
Baker Creek Horse Haven 


Gertson Creek 5 |Timber Creek 
Bohanon Creek 


Some of these reductions were slated to go into effect in 1959, the 
balance in 1960. 

The proposed cuts would have forced large numbers of ranchers in 
Lemhi County out of the livestock business. Because the ranchers, 
the local taxing units, school districts and other interested groups felt 
that such drastic cuts should be based on something more dependable 
than the survey described above, protests were made, and mass meet- 
ings held. The Central Idaho Range Rights Protective Association 
was organized to help fight this arbitrary action by the Bureau of 
Land Management. 

A short time later the BLM announced that the proposed cuts would 
not be imposed in the areas where they were disputed until after 
recheck of the areas was made. Thereafter, at a mass meeting held 
in Salmon, Idaho, the then State director of the BLM, Mr. J. R. Penny, 
reiterated that the BLM would not attempt to impose any grazing 
reduction in any areas where such reductions were disputed until after 
a recheck of the areas had been made. No recheck has been made 
by the BLM. The reason given for this by the BLM was that 1959 
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was a dry year and a recheck then would not have been fair to the 
ranchers. 

In recent weeks the local BLM office has asked at meetings held 
with the various grazing units that grazing reductions of approxi- 
mately 30 to 40 percent be accepted voluntarily by the users until a 
recheck can be made. 

We feel that for the most part the ranges in this area are in excel- 
lent shape and not overgrazed as claimed by the Bureau of Land 
Management. The livestock using these ranges have been coming off 
the ranges in excellent shape, and the observations made by ranchers, 
cattle buyers, and other persons qualified by many years of practical 
experience are that the ranges are in very good shape and are improv- 
ing. According to a newspaper clipping taken from the Boise States- 
man in November 1959, the Department of Agriculture has reported 
that the fall ranges were in better shape than they had been in the 
previous 12-year period. All of these things certainly do not indicate 
that the ranges are deteriorating and are overgrazed to the extent that 
reductions in the neighborhood of 65 to 85 percent are needed, as pro- 
posed last year, or that the 30 to 40 percent reductions requested for 
this year are necessary for the protection of these ranges. The reduc- 
tion figures proposed for 1960 apparently are based on nothing what- 
ever, and are nothing more than figures pulled out of the air by the 
Bureau of Land Management because no recheck has been made, and 
the proposed reductions are considerably different than those an- 
nounced in 1959. 

Considering the BLM’s range survey procedures on a more long- 
range basis, we have felt from the beginning and we feel strongly 
now, that the BLM should be made to reexamine its survey procedures ~ 
in cooperation with representatives of the livestock industry, persons 
from agriculture departments of universities in the Western States, 
and other qualified and interested agencies and groups to the end of 
developing a procedure which will be more accurate in determining 
range carrying capacity. We feel that a proper range survey should 
be made over a period of not less than 5 and preferably as high as 
10 years, so that Siadinien can be properly averaged to determine trend 
as well as carrying capacity. We do not believe that anyone can 
argue in good faith that a survey made in the short period of 214 
months can possibly result in any conclusions that are entitled to any 
consideration. There are many other factors which should enter into 
the determination of the carrying capacity of a range, such as utiliza- 
tion checks, observation of the condition of cattle coming off ran 
over a period of time, history of the range, moisture trends, etc., which 
should be given proper weight, along with the textbook survey pro- 
cedures now used. We believe that after such a survey procedure has 
been developed that proper safeguards should be written into the law 
or the Federal Range Code to insure that the procedure will in gen- 
eral be complied with before range cuts are imposed. 

Summarizing some of our grievances, we sincerely feel that: 

(1) The range survey method upon which the proposed cuts were 
based is an inaccurate and unrealistic method of determining carrying 
capacity. Yet the BLM has refused to accept any evidence of carry- 
ing capacity other than such a survey. The BLM should consider, 
along with such surveys, the observations of people experienced in 
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operating range-livestock outfits, the observations of cattle buyers and 
commission firms familiar with the condition of livestock coming off 
the ranges, moisture trends and other such factors which indicate 
carrying capacity of a range. 

(2) The 1958 survey in the Salmon River area was conducted b 
inexperienced range surveyors. The biggest part of the survey, call- 
ing for exercise of individual judgment, was performed by college 
students to whom the survey was nothing more than part-time sum- 
mer employment. These students had only 2 weeks of field training 
before the survey commenced, and only 1 day of training per week 
while the survey was being conducted. They were recruited from 
outside this area and were totally unfamiliar with it before the survey 
started. Their supervisors, two employees of the BLM local office, 
had had only slight previous experience in this type of work. None 
of the surveyors had had any experience in actually operating a 

razing operation. Their knowledge of range surveying was based 
for the most part on textbook theory. 

(3) The 1958 survey was conducted too fast for accuracy consider- 
ing the area covered. It is impossible for the best. surveyors to cover 
300,000 acres of reasonably rough country in the short space of 214 
months with any semblance of accuracy, and certainly grazing cuts 
in the 65 to 85 percent area should not be based on such a survey. 

(4) The proposed grazing cuts should be postponed until proper, 
realistic, reasonably accurate examinations of carrying capacity of 
the ranges have been made by experienced people considering all 
pertinent factors. 

(5) In the meantime, and if and when such a proper examination 
shows an overgrazed condition, the BLM should make every effort 
to minimize it, if not completely eliminate, the need for cuts by range 
improvement programs, such as reseeding projects, water and fence 
improvements for greater utilization of the range. We feel, also, 
that Congress should appropriate more money for use of the BLM 
for such purposes. 

(6) The livestock ranchers affected by these grazing cuts do not 
have adequate redress in the Department of Interior administrative 
appeals procedures. Such appeals are expensive and beyond the 
means of most of the smaller ranchers. Inasmuch as the Department 
of Interior has held that it will consider no evidence of carrying 
capacity other than the testimony and records of qualified range ex- 
aminers, it is, practically speaking, extremely difficult to oppose these 
grazing cuts at a BLM hearing. The only independent range ex- 
aminer known to this area, whose qualifications would be accepted 
by the BLM, resides in Boise, Idaho, almost 350 miles from Salmon, 
Idaho; he is an expert witness and charges accordingly for his time 
and services. These charges, plus attorney fees and other expenses, 
are beyond the means of most of the ranchers in this area. 

(7) A recognized and accepted text on range surveying and man- 
agement is entitled “Range Management,” by Laurence A. Stoddart 
and Arthur D, Smith. Mr. Stoddart was head of the Department of 
Range Management at Texas A. & M. College, and Mr. Smith was 
assistant Soeinater of range management at Utah State Agricultural 
College at the time the book was written. These gentlemen are con- 
sidered authorities on the subject of range surveying. On page 223, 
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in chapter IX of the book entitled “Range Surveying and en 
ment Planning,” under the subhead “Range-Forage Inventory,” the 
authors had this to say: 


Several methods are available for estimating the grazing capacity of a range, 
some of which are technical in nature and require considerable training. These 
methods may be classified as (a) those in which the condition of the range is 
correlated with known performance and (06) those in which it is attempted to 
arrive at the capacity by an inventory of the forage. The latter methods have 
been the object of considerable research in an attempt to refine technique and 
increase accuracy, but because the approach is indirect and theoretical they have 
been strongly criticized and have seldom shown a high degree of accuracy except 
when carefully correlated with actual stock-carrying performance. 


At another point on the same page the authors said this: 


Past use in determining grazing capacity—Perhaps the best method of deter- 
mining proper stocking is a study of the history of the stocking over a period of 
years, together with a very careful study of its effect upon the range. This 
requires training and knowledge of plants, but it is nothing that the observant 
stockman cannot master. 

The Federal Range Code for Grazing Districts provides, in section 
161.1(a) (48 C.F.R. 161.1(a) ), as follows: 


161.1 Basic policy and plan of administration. (a) Purposes: general re- 
quirements: Grazing districts will be administered to conserve and regulate the 
public grazing lands, to stabilize the livestock industry dependent upon them, 
and in aid thereof to promote the proper use of the privately controlled lands 
and waters dependent upon those public grazing lands. In furtherance of these 
objectives, grazing privileges will be granted with a view to the protection of 
those livestock operations that are recognized as established and continuing and 
which normally involve the substantial use of the public range in a regular, 
continuing manner each year. 

As stated previously, all of the ranches involved in the proposed 
cuts are “livestock operations that are recognized as established and 
continuing, and which normally involve the substantial use of the 
public range in a regular and continuing manner each year.” Cer- 
tainly grazing cuts which reduce the numbers of an operation to the 
point where the operator is forced out of the livestock business does 
not contribute to the stability of the livestock industry. 

The Federal Range Code for Grazing Districts makes provision for 
an advisory board composed of representatives of the livestock people, 
the general public, and other interested agencies. Decisions of the 
range manager of the BLM with respect to grazing license, reductions, 
and so forth, must be referred to the advisory board for its recom- 
mendation. However, the BLM can disregard completely the recom- 
mendations of the board if it wishes. The code should be amended 
to give the advisory board more authority to make its judgment felt 
in the decisions of the BLM. 

We submit as exhibit A a copy of a letter dated February 25, 1959, 
addressed to the Idaho congressional delegation by the Lemhi County 
Board of Commissioners. This letter sets forth some of the griev- 
ances as seen through the eyes of the governing body of our county. 
Other grievances, together with proposals for corrective action, are 
included in resolutions adopted by the Idaho Cattlemen’s Association 
convention in November 1959 which resolutions are numbered 10 
through 16, and are submitted with this statement as exhibit B. 

We submit that the western livestock industry is important to the 
economies, not only of the Western States, but to the country as a 
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whole. We read every day of the tremendous population increases 
which are expected in this country during the next quarter century. 
The Kiplinger Washington letter predicted in 1958 that within 25 
years the population of this country would increase from its present 
171 million to 250 million, an increase of 46 percent. A healthy live- 
stock industry will be needed in the future to help feed and clothe 
these people. 

The western livestock industry cannot exist as a substantial produc- 
tive force without rights to graze on the public domain, which use 
has been and will continue tobe an important and proper use of the 
public lands. The administration of these grazing areas by the Bu- 
reau of Land Management has been haphazard, unpredictable and 
undependable beyond all reason, considering the importance of the 
industry and the substantial financial investment of the livestock 
operators. We submit that action should be taken to insure proper 
and reasonable administration of the grazing areas used by the west- 
ern livestock industry, and that the proposed grazing cuts for the 
Salmon-Lemhi areas be indefinitely postponed until this matter can 
be fully investigated and proper corrective action taken. 

(Exhibits A and B, presented by the witness, follow :) 


ExHisit A 


OFFICE OF LEMHI CoUNTY COMMISSIONERS, 
Salmon, Idaho, February 25, 1959. 
Senator Henry DworsHAK, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C., 
Senator Frank CHURCH, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C., 
Hon. HAMER H. Bunce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C., 
Hon. GRACIE PFost, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.: 


We feel that you are probably already aware of the fact that the Department 
of Interior, through the Bureau of Land Management, in Lemhi County has 
announced cuts in the range allotment grazing permits allowed to livestock owners 
in Lemhi County commencing this year and running through 1960. 

As announced, these cuts range from 70 percent to 87 percent of the previous 
allotment. The Bureau of Land Management insists that these cuts are re- 
quired because of the present condition of the range and in order to preserve 
the range for future years. They base this contention upon range studies made 
during the course of the summer months and largely conducted by university 
students, who are studying agricultural, forestry, or range management. The 
studies, in a large part, consist of traversing the range in question and selecting 
certain sections thereof and placing a measuring device, consisting of a ring or 
square containing a known area, upon the ground. The blades of grass within 
this area are then counted and a record made in an attempt to secure an average 
of the entire range at a given time. Using this study, conducted in the summer 
months, the Bureau of Land Management has effected the cuts on the various 
ranges in this county. They did not consider the condition of the cattle using 
the range. 

The economy of Lemhi County is largely based upon livestock. This has 
always been true. The livestock industry has been supplemented by some 
mining. As you know, in the past considerable benefit was derived by this 
county from the operations at the IMA mine, a large tungsten property operated 
by the Bradley Mining Co. As you also know this operation was shut down 
last year because of the removal of the support price on tungsten. 

The present condition of the world market and the failure of the Calera 
Mining Co. to secure a new Government contract makes it appear certain that 
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the cobalt operations at Cobalt, Idaho, will close and thus deprive the county 
of a great deal of revenue and assessed valuation upon which the economy 
of the county has been geared for the past 10 years. 

The closing of the above two mining operations leaves the county with only 
the livestock industry as a basis for a large percentage of the assessed valuation 
of the county and a still larger percentage of its income. 

Two years ago school district No. 291A was bonded for $300,000 and school 
district 292B for $210,000 for the purpose of building new schools. The basis of 
the bond issue was the valuation as it then existed with both mines running and 
the livestock industry in full swing. 

The best information which we have been able to receive from the cattlemen 
involved in the proposed cut indicates that the assessed valuation of the cattle 
herd in this county will be cut more than 25 percent. This will be a serious blow, 
not only to the valuation of the county since it will result in a definite loss of 
revenue to the governmental bodies, but it will likewise greatly reduce the 
income of the people. 

Some livestock men indicate that they will take their cattle into the State of 
Montana, which borders Lemhi County; others say that they will be forced to 
sell their herds. 

The proposed cut is especially vicious as far as the small operator is concerned. 
A great many of the people affected will be forced to sell out entirely because 
the number of cattle which they will be able to keep will be so drastically reduced 
as to make it impossible for them to earn a living. 

It has also been pointed out that a considerable fire hazard may well be 
encountered as a result of the cuts proposed. In the spring of the year the 
grass is fairly lush. Later it dries up because of a lack of moisture and with 
the coming of the fall rains, the grass again flourishes. If the spring feed is 
not cropped off the resulting dry grass will constitute a considerable hazard. 

The argument that the cuts are necessary to preserve the range simply are not 
supported by the facts. 

For example, the cattlemen all testify that for the past several years their 
stock has been coming from the range in a better condition than ever before 
and that in the past the range has supported far more livestock than it does at 
the present time. There are exceptions, of course, but these exceptions are few 
and far between and as to the places where the range is definitely overcropped, 
no protest is made against the cut. 

It is further contended that the use of the measuring device as employed by 
the Bureau of Land Management is not a fair test of the productivity of the 
range. It is taken by inexperienced personnel, in that said personnel are not 
experienced cattlemen, and it is taken in the middle of the summer when the 
grass has died down for lack of sufficient moisture. The grass flourishes again 
in the fall of the year. 

The only true test of what a stock range will support is the ability of livestock 
to sustain themselves thereon. 

Most of the people involved are small operators who do not have sufficient 
pasture themselves to operate their place and must find a spot for the cattle 
during the growing season so that the deeded ground can be used to raise a 
crop of feed to sustain the livestock during the winter. They have for years 
relied upon the Government ground for this purpose. 

Similar operations may be found throughout Idaho and so far as we are 
informed this is the only section which is receiving such drastic cuts. Custer 
County, Blaine County, and the Stanley Basin country have all as yet had no 
such cut as that proposed in Lemhi County. 

We have written to you at length, although we feel that you are already 
somewhat conversant with the problem, because we feel that this is a matter 
which is vital to the continued prosperity of our section. We do not think that 
the livestock industry in this section can sustain the cuts proposed and still 
flourish. We feel that the Bureau of Land Management personnel have been 
arbitrary and impractical and that in most cases the proposed cut is unjusti- 
fiable and unnecessary. 

We respectfully request that you use every bit of your influence to prevail 
upon the Department of the Interior to refrain from the drastic action proposed 
and to at least spread any proposed curtailment of grazing operations on the 
public lands over a period of years so that a gradual adjustment may be made. 

We do not feel that any cut is necessary except for a few scattered excep- 
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tions; but if ‘the range does require less grazing such a decision should come 
only after a careful study by all parties in interest and should be so adjusted 
as to avoid crippling the basic industry of this county. 

Sincerely yours; ‘ 
Boarp or County COMMISSIONERS, 
Lemhi County, State of Idaho, 

By Cuaries B. Kane, Chairman. 


ExuHisiT B 


RESOLUTIONS PASSED AT THE 46TH ANNUAL CONVENTION OF THE IDAHO 
CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Held at Moscow, Idaho, on November 22, 23, 24, 1959 
RESOLUTION NO. 10 


Whereas under present procedures, the only court hearings on the merits 
of any grazing dispute with the Forest given to a licensee is before the Circuit 
Court of Appeals in Washington, D.C., by appeal from a decision of the Secretary 
of Agriculture ; and 

Whereas considering the expense to western livestock men of prosecuting an 
appeal before said court, and considering, also, that said court is an appellate 
and not a trial court, and would not be as familiar with western grazing prob- 
lems ‘as western courts and juries in the area where such disputes arise, the 
present right of court hearing of such disputes amounts to no right of court hear- 
ing at all: Now, therefore, it is unanimously 

Resolved by this association, That the western livestock industry should pro- 
mote and support the necessary amendatory legislation to give Forest licensees 
a right of appeal on the merits of any grazing dispute from a decision thereon 
by the Secretary of Agriculture to the Federal District Court in the Federal 
District and Division where the range involved is located, and that upon such 
appeal a hearing de novo be held on the merits of such dispute before the court 
or a jury. 

RESOLUTION NO. 11 


Whereas under present procedures, the only court hearing on the merits of 
any grazing dispute with the BLM given to a licensee is before the Circuit 
Court of Appeals in Washington, D.C., by appeal from a decision of the Secretary 
of Interior; and 

Whereas considering the expense to western livestock men of prosecuting an 
appeal before said court, and considering, also, that said court is an appellate 
and not a trial court, and would not be as familiar with western grazing 
problems as western courts and juries in the area where such disputes arise, the 
present right of court hearing of such disputes amounts to no right of court 
hearing at all: Now, therefore, it is unanimously 

Resolved by this association, That the western livestock industry should pro- 
mote and support the necessary amendatory legislation to give Taylor grazing 
licensees a right of appeal on the merits of any grazing dispute from a decision 
thereon by the Secretary of the Interior to the Federal district court in the 
Federal district and division where the range involved is located, and that upon 
such appeal a hearing de novo be held on merits of such dispute before the court 
or a jury. 

RESOLUTION NO. 12 


Whereas Taylor grazing permittees have a voice in range management at the 
local level only through advisory boards, as provided for in section 161.13 of the 
Federal Range Code; and 

Whereas such advisory boards lose a large measure of their effectiveness for 
the reason that section 161.13 (c) provides: 

“A person elected as district advisor shall assume office only after he has 
been appointed by the State supervisor—” 
and said section also provides: 
“That State supervisor may remove any district advisor from officer be- 
eause of failure to discharge his duties, loss of his qualifications to hold office, 
or in the public interest.” 





GRAZING ON PUBLIC DOMAIN’ LANDS 13 


Now, therefore, it is unanimously 

Resolwed by this association, That the voice in range management policies of 
the Bureau of Land Management at the local level given to Taylor grazing 
permittees be strengthened by amending the Federal Range Code— 

a. To provide that the State supervisor cannot refuse to appoint a duly 
elected district advisor unless it is established that such district advisor 
lacks the qualifications to act as a district advisor, and that the State super- 
visor may not remove any district advisor from office for any reason other 
than proven malfeasance in office or for loss of any of the qualifications to 
hold such office. 

RESOLUTION NO. 13 


Whereas section 161.6(13) (i) and (ii) of the Federal Range Code provides as 
follows: 

“(i) No readjudication of any license or permit, including free use license, 
will be made on the claim of any applicant or intervener with respect to 
the qualifications of the base property, or as to the livestock numbers or 
seasons of use of the Federal range allotment where such qualifications or 
such allotment has been recognized and license or permit has issued for a 
period of 3 consecutive years or more, immediately preceding such claim. 

“(ii) The Bureau of Land Management may make such readjudication at 
any time when necessary to comply with the Federal Range Code for 
Grazing Districts” and 

Whereas the Bureau of Land Management is not restricted by the Federal 
Range Code, as is the licensee under the above-quoted section, and the Bureau 
of Land Management is permitted by said code to readjudicate grazing rights 
and licenses after the same have been recognized and licensed or permit issued 
for 3 years and more; 

Now, therefore, it is unanimously 

Resolwed by this association, That the Federal Range Code should be amended 
to impose upon the Bureau of Land Management the same restriction with 
respect to readjudication of qualifications and licenses as is imposed on licensees 
under the above quoted section of the Federal Range Code, so that licensees 
will not be put in a position of having to produce witnesses and other evidence 
of the use made of the Federal range from their base properties during the 
priority years after more than 30 years of time has elapsed since the com- 
mencement of said priority years. 


RESOLUTION NO. 14 


Whereas Taylor grazing right appurtenant to livestock ranches are a sub- 
stantial part of the value of such livestock operations ; and 

Whereas livestock operations are frequently bought and sold on the basis of 
the number of the head of livestock such operations will carry year around; and 

Whereas the grazing rights appurtenant to any such operation have a very 
direct bearing on the number of head of livestock such operation will carry year 
around ; and 

Whereas an individual purchasing such a livestock operation frequently finds 
it difficult to determine from the records and files of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment precisely what grazing rights he can depend on having acquired when he 
purchases the same ; now, therefore, it is unanimously 

Resolved by this association, That the Bureau of Land Management be urged 
to reexamine its recordkeeping system, with a view to simplifying the same, so 
that persons interested may determine at any time, with reasonable accuracy, 
the amount and status of the Taylor grazing rights appurtenant to any property ; 
and 

That provision be made in the Federal Range Code that when request there- 
for is made, the range manager shall issue a statement or certificate showing 
the base qualifications appurtenant to any property, and that upon issuance of 
such a certificate the same shall be binding upon the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment with respect to such base qualifications. 


RESOLUTION NO. 15 


Whereas it is the consensus of this association that livestock grazing is and 
always will be an important use of the public domain; and 

Whereas it is also the consensus of this association that the livestock industry 
is making wise and conservative use of public domain; and 
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Whereas the livestock industry is absolutely essential to a healthy economy 
in the United States and particularly in the Western States and counties who 
depend largely upon taxes derived from the industry for support of local 
governmental and educational facilities ; and 

Whereas this association feels that the livestock industry’s position in the 
public land picture is not being adequately or accurately told to the public, and 
a more extensive education program is needed: Now, therefore, it is unanimously 

Resolved by this association, That the State and National Livestock Associa- 
tions be urged to initiate and promote a program of education of the public 
through every means and facility available so that the conservative and proper 
use now being made of public lands by the livestock industries and the impor- 
tance of such use is more accurately and adequately presented to the people of 
this country. 

RESOLUTION NO. 16 


Whereas the range examination and inventory procedures presently used 
by the Bureau of Land Management are grossly inaccurate and unrealistic and 
do not give a true picture of the carrying capacity of the ranges examined; and 

Whereas it is unfair and unjust to the livestock men involved and to the 
communities in which they live to base substantial grazing reductions on such 
inacurate survey : Now, therefore, it is unanimously 

Resolved by this association, That the State and National Livestock Associa- 
tions should insist to the Bureau of Land Management that it reexamine and 
study its range survey procedures so that more accurate and realistic systems 
may be developed ; and 

That further grazing reductions, based on carrying capacity, be postponed 
until a system of range inventory which will give a true and realistic picture of 
carrying capacity has been developed. 

Mr. Snoox. I shall introduce now, Mr. Doyle Mulkey, president of 
the Central Idaho Range Rights Protective Association. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Snook, for your very complete 


statement. Mr. Mulkey. 


STATEMENT OF DOYLE MULKEY, PRESIDENT, CENTRAL IDAHO 
RANGE RIGHTS PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Mutxey. Senator Moss, ladies and gentlemen, I don’t know 
why I get up here, because I am just a common old rancher and I am 
not much of a talker, but anyway, I am going to do the best I can. 

I have lived in Lemhi County all my life. My folks—a ranch that 
I own and operate today was theirs for over 60 years, run cattle during 
this time out on this range. I am also a member of the Haines Creek 
Cattle & Horse Association. At the present time I am the president 
of that association, and acted as their secretary for 23 years. 

In the spring of 1952, the Bureau of Land Management called the 
Haines Creek Association in to a meeting there and advised us that 
they were going to give us a 45-percent cut. We thought that that 
was very unjust and we went before our advisory board and protested. 
The advisory board went over the range of ours and after looking 
‘it over came back and said they did not think we needed a 45-percent 
cut, but they would advise a 25. The association agreed to go along 
with the advisory board on a 25-percent cut, but the grazier said, 
“No, you fellows don’t know what you’re talking about. We're 
graziers; we know that range needs a 45-percent cut.” We went to 
battle on the deal. We had a hearing; we carried it clear in to the 
Secretary of the Interior. We got turned down all the way. 

After all this fight, which took 2 or 3 years, I might state that I 
was also a member of the: advisory board the first 3 years it was 
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formed in Lemhi County. During that time we had a wonderful 
grazier, a man by the name of Tiny Greenslip. When I went to 
set up my rights in that deal he asked me, he said, “What are your 
rights here?” I told him, I said, “I own two ranches. One of them, 
the home ranch, runs about 150 heads in priority years; the other 
ranch I bought runs 76 heads of horses, 55 head of cattle.” He said, 
“What do you run today?” I said, “I just bought this ranch. I had 
to sell a couple carloads of cows to make a downpayment on it; I’ve 
only got 100 head of cows.” He said, “We’ll set you up for 100 head. 
When you want these others, you can come in and get them.” 

Well, he was a good, fair, square fellow, and I figured that was it. 
Well, in a few years after that I went back and I asked the grazier 
that had come in there, I said, “I need some more; I got some more 
cattle, I’d like to have some more rights here, so many head of cattle.” 
I said, “The fact is, ’ve got 150 head. I’d like to have 150 head right.” 
“Why,” he says, “no,” he says. “We’re all set up here for 100 head. 
What’s the matter with you?” He says, “You just lost out on it.” 
“Well,” I said, “that wasn’t what Tiny Greenslip told me.” “Well,” 
he says, “that’s the way it is.” So I went before the advisory board 
and the chairman of that advisory board, Merle Drake at the time, 
said, “Yes, I remember that,” and he says, “this man is entitled to 
those 50 head of cattle he’s asking for.” So they give me the 50 head 
of cattle. So I come out with 150 head on that right, but during this 
other deal they took us through on this 45 percent cut and so on, 
and so forth, affidavits that I’d put in my files and set up there were 
gone. I don’t know where they went to, but they were gone. These 
men that had made these affidavits had died in the meantime. There 
I sit without anything, and when I come out of the deal I got 75 head 
of cattle out of the 150 head right. 

I can tell you fellows, it was pretty tough sledding there for me 
for a few years. I have four little kids to educate and that ranch 
to run and there I had a right for 75 head of cattle. Well, if it hadn’t 
been that my folks happened to have some life savings that they let 
me have, I don’t know where I’d be, but anyway, that’s the way I 
turned out, and I know it’s pretty tough for these men that are facing 
these cuts, especially up to 80, 85 percent. 

I have a neighbor close to me there that after this had come into 
effect, come up, he said, “What are you going to do, Doyle? What 
are we going to do?” I said, “I don’t know; beyond me. We fought 
it clear up, spent a lot of money fighting it and I come out with 72 
head, and I just can’t tell you.” “Well,” he said, “if they put 60 
percent cut into me I’ve only got 55 head rights and I just can’t make 
it, [can’t make a living off of it.” 

So what I would like to ask is that the people of this country have a 
fair, square hearing. All we want is a square deal and we would cer- 
tainly appreciate anything that you can do for us. If these cuts go 
into effect, I can assure you that the small operators are done for. I 
thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Mulkey. 

Mr. Mutxey. I would like to introduce the next man of our asso- 
ciation, Corliss Morphey, an old time stockman of our valley and an 
ex county commissioner. 

Senator Moss. Thank you. Mr. Morphey. 
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STATEMENT OF CORLISS MORPHEY 


- Mr. Morrpuery. Senator Moss, ladies and gentlemen, I am from over 
here in Tendoy, Idaho, south of Salmon about 20 miles, and we operate 
about a 250-head operation over there. It has been up to date a 250- 
head operation. I’m not a very fluent speaker. The first time I have 
ever spoke before a crowd like this, and I haven’t much of an educa- 
tion. The only education I have is as a cowman, about 60 years of 
experience on top of an old horse and a pitchfork. 

Senator Moss. That is the best kind of education, Mr. Morphey, so 
you go right ahead. 

Mr. Morrney. Anyway, this operation at Tendoy, my wife, she 
was born there; it’s oo father who accumulated this. He acquired 
it practically from the time they took it away from the Indians there 
in 1907, part of the old Indian reservation, been there ever since, and 
at the time he started operating there, moved there in 1909, 1910 he 
started in an operation on Pardee Creek, he and the Pardee brothers; 
one of them was his son-in-law. And we have been going along that 
way for, well, ever since that time, it’s practically been a private 
operation in there and everybody in that community, practically every- 
body in that vicinity there has recognized that. I'd say that 90 per- 
cent of the people recognize that right there and never abuse that 
right in there, until last year. Then the BLM put it all in the unit 
there and that took in about 10 other operators and in this operation 
there is 9 of us had a preference there of 1,065 cattle, and 1 operator 
has 1,775 head of cattle in that operation. It’s kind of a rough esti- 
mate, but as near as I could find out, we have about 2,000 more deeded 
acres of land than this operator with 1,775. 

Last year they have proposed a cut of 70 percent there in this op- 
eration. Well, there’s 9 people in that operation, 7 people in that 
operation have less than 100, 1 of them has 117 and the rest of them 
are on down to 35 head of cattle. This year they canceled, put. this 
protest through, this Central Idaho Protective Association. They 
backed up on it, then they come back this year and wanted a 40 percent 
cut. 

Well, you take those people there with this, oh, say a man with 35 
head of cattle and cut him 40 percent, go on up, at the same time 
the BLM explains it’s not taking any cattle off the range, only 55 
head, but there is one operator gains 371 head of cattle on that range 
and it cuts these little operators down where they can’t possibly make 
it. They were just making it before this cut. 

They want this for range improvement, but it isn’t going to take 
any cattle off the range, only 55 head. What are they going to do, 
, come beck next year and take another 40 percent cut to improve the 

range? 

Then there’s one operator going to have it all and they are going 
to say, “Oh, they’re a bunch of so and so’s, that they want us to divide 
their range with us.” We don’t want this big operator to divide the 
range with us; we just don’t want to lose our range. 

Senator Moss. Have they been doing any range improvement work 
up in there? 

Mr. Morrprey. In Pardee Creek since we have been in there, I’ve 
built fences and developed waterholes, and before we were there, Mr. 
Pardee, he put in a couple troughs there, and nobody else, as I can see, 
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can’t see where they have ever spent a dime there. We are the only 
ones that ever spent money there, and why throw all of that into this 
unit, I don’t understand. We was getting along very good there until 
that time. I am not in favor of this code at all. I think it should be 
rewritten. It seems like it’s all in favor of the big operator, and as I 
understand it, when they drew up this code, these big operators, they 
run a lot of sheep out here, a lot of cattle, bought all their feed for 
them, and when they drew up the Taylor grazing law, they were to do 
away with that kind of an operation. Then you had to have your base 
property and you were allowed as many stock as they could raise feed 
for, but that isn’t true. These big operators have carried that in 
nonuse. I understand they have done that through southern Idaho, 
too. They have carried that in nonuse. Now they are coming back 
and using that to chip us off the range. You take our range away 
from us, the Federal land bank, they set it up as a stock ranch, cattle 
ranch, on the number of units you can run off that ranch. You take 
cattle out of it, our operation isn’t worth a dime for farming. It’s 
rocky, in a creek bottom, and you can’t plow it to reseed. It’s too 
expensive. 

y personal feeling, I think that the code ought to be rewritten, 
In fact, one of my friends in the BLM admitted that, or two different 
ones have. 

Setting it up for what a man could feed his cattle for 4 months last 
year when they put these extra cattle in there on Pardee Creek, I 
only got 314 months. Three months and a half; I pay for 614 months 
in that area. 

I thank you and maybe I better quit. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Morphey, for your statement. 

Mr. Morpuey. One other statement I’m going to make. They come 
back and there was a lot of people have gone there and they have 
signed up for this. You get out and they’ll say, well, they’re satisfied, 
they will agree, but you talk to those at all, those fellows on the street, 
they are not satisfied. They fear this dictated power that the BLM 
has. They say if you don’t go along with it they will take all your 
range from you and shove you clear out. That’s what you find when 
you talk to them on the streeet. They are afraid to get up here and 
express themselves. Maybe I'll lose all mine, too, but [am an Ameri- 
can, Senator. 

Senator Moss. They have fear that there might be reprisals for 
complaining ? 

Mr. Morrney. That’s it exactly ; yes. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Morphey. 

Mr. Motxey. I would like to introduce Terry McCrea, a Leadore 
rancher, our vice president of the Central Idaho Range Rights 
Protective Association. 


STATEMENT OF TERRY McCREA, VICE PRESIDENT, CENTRAL 
IDAHO RANGE RIGHTS PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. McCrea. Senator Moss, my name is Terry McCrea and I run 
245 head of cattle on BLM. I run 245 head of cows on the BLM. 
And last year we went into the office and they told us we are going to 
take a 69 percent cut, 69 percent of our livestock. Well, we couldn’t 
say anything; we knew it would whip us. 
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They said, “You can do whatever you want.” Our local range 
manager says, “You can do whatever you want.” He says, “You can 
appeal it:and do all you want, but,” he says, “there’s not one thing 
you can do; you’re going to end up with a 69 percent cut.” 

So, we went ahead and fought it. This year we go in, they call us 
in and they will settle with us for a 35 percent cut. Well, that’s 
quite a difference; the 69 was based on this range survey; the 35 is 
just out of thin air. They are just trying to juggle, horse trade with 
us now. 

Well, these permits are our livelihood, that’s what feeds our kids, 
it sends them to college, and so on, and if you take a large percentage 
of our stock away, we cannot operate. It will be impossible to 
operate. 

The range manager, in my opinion, has erred in every decision he 
has tried to make. He has admitted error. When we went in on 
this 45 percent cut, or 35 percent cut here a month ago, he admitted 
to all our group that our range was, as he said, at a stalemate. It 
wasn’t improving. Our chairman of our district advisory board, 
which happens to run on that range, says that that range is definitely 
better, gotten better year after year. He stated that at the same 
time. He says the range in the last 2 years on this Timber Creek 
allotment is better than it has ever been. The range manager says 
it’s at a stalemate, but you still got to take a 35 percent cut. 

Now, these ranges have been established up there, it was estab- 
lished by my grandfather, then my dad run on it. Now I have for 
the last 17 years, I have operated the place. And I have been able 
to observe it for that long or longer, because before dad passed away 
I rode the range with him, naturally, so I have observed it for 20, 25 
years myself, and it has definitely gotten better. The trend has been 
up, up, up, all the way through there. There is less stock running 
on it now than there ever was, and they still want a 45 percent cut out 
of thin air; no range survey, nothing. They just pull it out of the 
hat and say, “Here, we'll play poker with you boys’ livelihood.” 

Senator Moss. You are convinced that the range is actually im- 
proving there? 

Mr. McCrea. Absolutely convinced, and so is the chairman of our 
district advisory board, who operates there. He runs sheep; I run 
cattle on the same range. 

I don’t know, I know you don’t want us to take up very much time 
here, so I don’t quite know what to do, but I could cite instance after 
instance of where our range manager has erred. For one thing, on 
this range that has been in my family since before the turn of the 
century, the range manager issues a permit to another operator to 
fence off part of it, keep us out of there, in violation of a 15, 16-year- 
old written agreement that is in the files of the BLM office in 
Salmon. He doesn’t notify us; he doesn’t notify us he has issued a 
permit for this man to build a fence across the middle of our range 
that has been established for I don’t know how long, way before 
they ever thought of these priority years. He issues him a permit 
to build the fence. We don’t get a chance to say whether we like 
it or not. We find out he’s building a fence by riding up there and 
stumbling into the fence; all the posts are in but the wire wasn’t 
strung yet. They never give us a right to appeal even on it. They 
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just say, “You build the fence and you boys get the hell out of there, 
and you can have it.” That’s the kind of going on that is going on 
down there. 

Senator Moss. Is the fence in now ? 

Mr. McCrea. No. When we seen it we went down, which we 
hired an attorney, and you can’t pay very many attorneys on a 
250-head cow outfit, Il] tell you that, and I think you’d know that, 
too. 

Senator Moss. Yes;I do. 

Mr. McCrea. And we filed an appeal. That’s been 2 years ago. 
The fence isn’t still built; now they are trying to horse trade with 
the fence. It’s pitiful. It’s pathetic. You’ve got to see it to be- 
lieve it. I can’t stand here and tell you what is going on. There is 
no rhyme or reason to anything that they do. It is just whatever 
they pull out of the hat. 

Now, if those ranges are going downhill and that range has been 
in my family for three generations, who is going to want to bring 
that range uphill? Not some paid official. I am going to want to 
bring that range uphill, me, and nobody else. And they cannot 
show where their surveys mean anything, 69 against 45. 

Senator Moss. Did your father and grandfather before him run 
approximately the same number of cattle on there? 

Mr. McCrea. Same number of cows, same area, as far back as I 
can remember, and then some. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. McCrea. 

Mr. McCrea. Thank you. 

Mr. Moutxey. I would like to present Lawrence Bradbury, long- 
time cattleman of the Challis area. 


Senator Moss. Mr. Bradbury. 


STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE BRADBURY, PRESIDENT, CHALLIS 
NATIONAL FOREST CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Brapsury. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, ladies 
and gentlemen, I am Lawrence Bradbury, Challis, Idaho. I am a 
third generation cattleman, following my grandfather and my father, 
and I run approximately 270 head of commercial cattle, a small herd 
of purebred cattle that run on my own land year around; president 
of the Challis National Forest Cattlemen’s Association. My remarks 
are given on behalf of this association, which consists of 117 members. 
This association is composed of stockmen from all of Custer, a por- 
tion of Butte, and a portion of Lemhi Counties. 

Challis National Forest is the largest national forest in acres in 
the country. Custer County is one of the largest counties in Idaho, 
but ranks 40th in assessed valuation. Our tax base is the real and 
personal property which consists of 3 percent of the land of the county, 
the other 97 percent being federally owned. The principal industry 
in the county is livestock, which use Federal range during the sum- 
mer and winter on private land. The assessed valuation of our county 
has been declining each year; increased tourist, fishing, recreation use 
have taken place during the past 3 years, but the tax base has still 
declined. County and school levies are at the legal maximum at the 
present time. Any further loss of assessable property through de- 
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creased livestock numbers or private land through acquisition through 
the park service will mean bankruptcy for Custer County. 

The economic control of the 97 percent of our land area is con- 
trolled by two men, the forest supervisor for the Forest Service, and 
the district grazier of the Bureau of Land Management. As cattle- 
men, we feel that this massive control over the economy of our county 
is a very great and important position that requires not only wisdom 
but practical knowledge. 

Under the present conditions, the only recourse for anyone in the 
county who disagrees with the administration is a lengthy system of 
appeals whereby the governmental agencies still have the final deci- 
sion. We believe that this condition is not in line with our democratic 
form of government. We feel that the ultimate place for decisions 
of this importance is a Federal court held in the Federal jurisdiction 
within which the disputed range problem is located. 


ApprEALS IN GRAZING MATTERS 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


As the committee knows, an appeal taken from a decision of the 
district grazier of the Bureau of Land Management, is to be handled 
under the Administrative Procedures Act. All administrative rem- 
edies must be exhausted through a decision from the Secretary of the 
Interior. If this be adverse to the stockman, he then appeals to the 
Federal circuit court having jurisdiction. This is the defect in the 
Administrative Procedures Act as we see it. The only circuit where 
the stockman can reasonably expect to obtain jurisdiction is that of 
the District of Columbia. To us in Idaho, it is apparent that only 
the wealthy can afford to hire attorneys and present a matter in Wash- 
ington, D.C. What we ask to cure this denial of our rights to judicial 
review, is that an appeal of decision of the Secretary of the Interior 
be taken to the Federal district and division where the range is lo- 
cated. This should be a trial de novo and service of the appeal pa- 
pers should be upon the U.S. district attorney within the local division 
of the Federal district. This would mean that all the witnesses, (in- 
cluding the expert witnesses) as well as the attorneys, Bureau of 
Land Management records, and other information necessary would 
be close at hand for the trial. In our opinion, no stockman could 
fee] abused if he could review Bureau of Land Management adminis- 
trative decisions in the Federal court system, beginning with his 
local Federal district court. 


U.S. FOREST SERVICE 


There are numerous objections, in our opinion, to the appeals pro- 
cedure which must be followed when taking an appeal from a decision 
of a forest ranger or his superior. All this, however, can be elimi- 
nated as an objection on our part if the appeals taken from Forest 
Service decisions be brought under the Administrative Procedures 
Act, the same as the Bureau of Land Management, but with the 
amendment, as above mentioned, to provide for final trial de novo in 
the division of the district court where the range in question is lo- 
cated, and all the parties reside, rather than in the District of 
Columbia. 
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ADVISORY BOARDS—-BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


The Bureau of Land Management permittees also find the advisory 
boards working with the district grazier to be completely and abso- 
lutely ineffective and useless. When the Taylor Grazing Act was 
originally enacted, no doubt there was need of an advisory board from 
among the stockmen. However, as the advisory board now functions, 
it does nothing more than to serve as a rubberstamp for policies sug- 
gested by the Bureau of Land Management personnel. Under 
the Federal Range Code, this board has no authority, and as a practical 
matter, we find Director Edward Woozley completely misrepresenting 
actions taken by the local advisory board. We have found, as an 
actual fact, instances too numerous to mention wherein the district 
grazier has misled his advisory board into rubberstamping actions 
desired by the district grazier in reducing grazing allotments. Since, 
in our opinion, this board is not representative of the stockmen’s in- 
terest any more, we ask that steps be taken to amend the Federal 
Range Code to eliminate the existence of the stockmen’s advisory board 
with the result that the Bureau of Land Management personnel will 
then be accountable for decisions made by them without the oppor- 
tunity of passing the buck to would-be representatives of the stockmen 
permittees. 

METHODS OF SURVEY 


The Challis National Forest Cattlemen’s Association feels very 
strongly that the present methods of range survey and evaluation of 
carrying capacity are based entirely on unproven theories and are 
usually conducted by persons with very little knowledge of livestock . 
management, and inexperienced in practical range management; ex- 
perience and actual working knowledge of any problem, whether it 
be agriculture or business, has always been recognized as being very 
valuable in our American way of life. To base decisions on scientific 
facts alone has seldom proven entirely satisfactory in any field of agri- 
culture. We believe that range managers should recognize this actual 
value of history, local conditions, and experience in arriving at a 
carrying capacity of any Federal range. 

Actual live weights of livestock over a period of years is certainly 
an indication of the long-range carrying capacity. The knowledge 
of weather and growing conditions over a period of years should 
be of value as a comparison to a scientific survey in any given year. 
Any owner of private land who is not conscious and aware of the 
effects of overuse and erosion will not remain a producer of livestock 
for a very long period of time. 

We, therefore, believe that a logical solution to the carrying capacity 
of ranges should be arrived at by more consideration of all the above- 
named factors provided by local stockmen, scientific information, uni- 
versities, and from Government agencies, bargaining on an equal basis 
without threats of penalties and intimidation. 

With your permission, I have one other statement which I would 
like to read from concerning the matter of these range surveys con- 
ducted on my range in 1952 as a result of which the Bureau of Land 
Management recommended that I be reduced 51 percent, and I show 
this—this is a narrative report taken of their fieldwork as an example 
of big haphazard conditions under which these range surveys are 
made. 
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Senator Moss. Would you like to have that entire document put in 
as part of the record and just comment about it? Can you do that? 

Mr. Brapsury. I would like to; yes, I would. 

Senator Moss. All right. 

Mr. Brapsury. I would like to read this one paragraph. 

Senator Moss. You may comment about it, surely. 

Mr. Brapsury. The reduction of this original 51 percent, or this 
original survey, after we hired an expert range surveyor and attorney 
and appealed, was reduced to 32 percent. However, at the time that we 
dropped our appeal for the 32 percent, the Bureau indicated to us 
that we would have range improvements in the way of reseeding, 
water development, sagebrush spraying would take place to improve 
our range. That has been 4 years ago and last year was the first 
time that we got any of these improvements that were promised, and 
we entered on a cooperative basis with the Bureau of Land 
Management. 


But to read this portion of how this survey was conducted: 


During the above-mentioned dates, eight range examiners and a chief of party 
were employed. The examiners were: Glen Ford, Donald Tschanz, Al Foucar, 
Loren Heasley, Glen Fulcher, Dale Andrus, Larry Young, Dell Vail. Marvin 
W. Pearson acted as chief of party. Glen Fulcher, Don Tschanz, Al Foucar, 
and Marvin Pearson were college graduate members of the survey crew. The 
remaining members were college students studying range management or forestry. 
All members of the party are in range management or associated fields. Glen 
Fulcher was the only member of the party with a great deal of range survey 
experience. Intensive training was undertaken for 7 days with Lowell Udy 
supervising the entire crew. This included the discussion of survey procedure 
and taking sample plots in order to get uniformity among the party members. 
For the next 3 days, the men were sent out in pairs to improve on their 
procedure and accuracy. The men were then sent out on individual strips. 
This procedure was followed with each of the new members who reported in for 
the survey crew. 

The initial crew consisted of three members: Don Tschanz, Glen Ford, and the 
chief of party. On June 13, 1952, Donald Tschanz left the crew for an appoint- 
ment with the Indian Service in Arizona. Three range examiners, Al Foucar, 
Loren Heasley, and Dell Vail, reported in June 16 for the survey party at Challis, 
Idaho. Glen Ford, the remaining crew member, was assigned an area to work 
each day while the new members were undergoing the above-mentioned train- 
ing procedures under the direction of the chief of party. On July 3, Ford and 
Vail reported back to Burley for a survey in that district. Glen Gulcher from 
Shoshone reported in to help us complete the survey. The latter part of July, 
Loren Heasley was called into the Navy, Glen Fulcher reported back to Shoshone, 
and Al Foucar left the crew for a permanent job with the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement in Montana, which left only the chief of party. The Idaho Falls dis- 
trict had completed their range survey and loaned the Salmon district two 
men to complete the survey on the Challis unit. 


That is, I believe, an example of how these surveys are conducted 
in a very haphazard manner in which the basis of our livestock opera- 
tions are set under the present conditions. 

(The document above referred to and read from follows:) 


NARRATIVE REPORT OF FIELD WORK 


May 21 to August 5, 1952, Marvin W. Pearson, Chief of Party 


REMAINDER OF CHALLIS UNIT, WEST OF SALMON RIVER AND HAST ForK OF SALMON 
RIVER 


Approximately 137,840 acres were surveyed in the Challis unit in Custer 
County, Idaho. All of the area surveyed lies within the Salmon River drainage. 
The area is bounded on the west and south by the Challis National Forest, and 
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on the east by the Salmon River, the East Fork of the Salmon River, and the 
divide between Big Lost River drainage and the Salmon River drainage. The 
north part is joined by the Pahsimeroi unit except the small area east of the 
Salmon River, which is bounded by the national forest. The above described 
area includes all or part of the following townships: T. 15 N., R. 19, 20 B.; 
T. 14 N., R. 18, 19, 20, E.; T. 13 N., R. 18, 19, E.; T. 12 N., R. 18, 19 B.; T. 19 'N., 
R. 16, 17, 18 E.; T. 10 N., R. 17, 18 E.; T. 9 N., R. 17, 18, 19, 20 E. ; 

The major portion of the area is very mountainous and precipitous. The 
lands at lower elevations lying adjacent to the major streams are ‘under culti- 
vation. 

During the above-mentioned dates, eight range examiners and a chief of part 
were employed. The examiners were Glen Ford, Donald Tschanz, Al Foucar, 
Loren Heasley, Glen Fulcher, Dale Andrus, Larry Young, and Dell Vail. 

Marvin W. Pearson acted as chief of party. Glen Fulcher, Don Tschanz, Al 
Foucar and Marvin Pearson were college graduate members of the survey crew. 
The remaining members were college students studying range management or 
forestry. All members of the party are in range management or associated 
fields. Glen Fulcher was the only member of the party with a great deal of 
range survey experience. Intensive training was undertaken for 7 days with 
Lowell Udy supervising the entire crew. This included the discussion of survey 
procedure and taking sample plots in order to get uniformity among the party 
members. For the next 3 days, the men were sent out in pairs to improve on 
their procedure and accuracy. The men were then sent out on individual strips. 
This procedure was followed with each of the new members who reported in for 
the survey crew. 

The initial crew consisted of three members: Don Tschanz; Glen Ford, and 
the chief of party. On June 13, 1952, Donald Tschanz left the crew for an 
appointment with the Indian service in Arizona. Three range examiners, Al 
Foucar, Loren Heasley, and Dell Vail reported in June 16 for the survey part 
at Challis, Idaho. Glen Ford, the remaining crew member, was assigned an 
area to work each day while the new members were undergoing the above- 
mentioned training procedures under the direction of the chief of party. On 
July 3, Ford and Vail reported back to Burley for a survey in that district. 
Glen Fulcher, from Shoshone, reported in to help us complete the survey. The 
latter part of July, Loren Heasley was called into the Navy, Glen Fulcher 
reported back to Shoshone, and Al Foucar left the crew for a permanent. job 
with the. Bureau of Land Management in Montana, which left only the chief 
of party. The Idaho Falls district had completed their range survey and loaned 
the Salmon district two men to complete the survey on the Challis unit. 


Procedure 


U.S. Geological Survey quadrangles (contour maps) were used for the field- 
work. The maps were checked prior to the survey and found to be accurate. 
Each examiner had been thoroughly oriented on how to use the contour maps 
and how to locate himself in the field. Whenever section corners were found, 
they were located on the maps. 

The fieldwork was done by drainages or by vegetative types. Each examiner 
was assigned an area to work each day. The examiner followed the best route 
through each vegetative type in order to get the best samples of vegetation in 
that type. The survey was made using the square-foot-density method as pre- 
scribed in the instructions for range survey procedure, as approved by the 
interagency range survey committee. Four 100-square-foot plots were taken 
each mile in any one type, and a minimum of four plots within any small 
vegetative type. At the end'of each day’s work, the examiners would compare 
type lines with the men working on either side of them. If the men agreed and 
the type lines jibed, they were marked permanently on the maps. If there 
seemed to be disagreement among the examiners involved, and the type lines 
didn’t jibe, it was checked in the field by the chief of party. The area to be 
covered in each day’s work was first looked over by the chief of party, which 
enabled him to give better instructions to the examiners in relation to the area 
to be worked the next day. Jeeps were used whenever possible, which saved 
considerable walking for the examiners. Check plots were taken regularly to 
keep uniformity among the party members. 


Topography and drainage 


The major drainage is the Salmon River which enters the unit on the west 
boundary and continues in a northerly direction through the entire length of the 
unit. The secondary drainages are Herd Creek, McDonald Creek, Fox Creek, 
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Lime Creek, Lake Creek, Thompson Creek, Squaw Oreek, Kinnikinie Creek, 
Rattlesnake Creek, Birch Creek, and the Hast Fork of the Salmon River. All 
of these streams support perennial water. 

The topography varies from gently sloping bars to rolling and very rough 
foothills, to precipice mountains. The elevation varies from 4,936 feet at the 
north end of the unit to 10,015 feet at the southern boundary of the unit. 

Considerable portions of the Salmon River and the East Fork of the Salmon 
River area are predominantly talus slopes. Some of the members of the party 
expressed a comment that not much use could be made of their “Jakestaffs” in 
some areas for climbing, because they had to hang on with both hands. 


Climate 


The average rainfall is approximately 7.6 inches, and the average snowfall 
is 21.9 inches. 


Soils and erosion 


There are several different soil types in the area surveyed. The most pre- 
dominant soil is gravelly and very porous, while some of the bars are pre- 
dominantly a clay loam soil. There are both basaltic and granitic soils. 

Water erosion is the most serious type of erosion in the unit. There is very 
active and critical erosion in the Lake Creek, Centennial Flat, and Klug Moun- 
tain area. Evidence of active cutting can be found in all drainages. The 
only place wind erosion is evident is on the open bars. The erosion pavement 
is very pronounced. The bars have been denuded of vegetation from year to 


year for a great many years, thus giving the wind a good chance to start 
erosion pavement. 


Vegetation 


The predominant vegetative type which covers most of the unit is a sagebrush- 
grass type (Artimesia tridentata, Agropyron spicatum, Poa secunds, Festuca 


idahoensis, Sitanion hystrix, and Elymus triticoides) with an average carrying 
capacity of 15 SA/AUM. 

The bars along the Leaton Creek drainage in Round Valley are predominantly 
covered with a shadscale-grass type. 

The higher elevations are covered with a grass type composed of Agropyron 
spicatu, Festuca idahoensis, Poa secunds, Koeleria cristata, and Poa ampla. 

There are scattered timber types throughout the higher elevations. These 
types are predominantly Douglas-fir with lodgepole pine and alpine fir making 
a minor portion of the timber types. There are small types of mountain mahog- 
any on the higher elevations. 

There is very little trouble caused by poisonous plants in this area. Delphinium 
barbeyi and Zygademus paniculatus are scattered over the higher elevations. 


Water 


Twelve springs have been developed in this area. There is a possibility of 
developing approximately 25 more springs. There are a few good sites for 
the construction of reservoirs. The perennial water in all the secondary drain- 
ages is adequate to service the immediate areas. 

With the availability of water present throughout this area, better utilization 
and distribution could be maintained by spring and reservoir developments. 
Rodents and predatory animals 

There are a few rabbits, squirrels, and rock chuck in the area, but not enough 
to cause any damage, either to the range or to farms. 

Predatory animals are almost extinct in this area because of trapping and 
poisoning ; however, there is evidence that a few cougar and coyotes may be in 
certain localities, especially those high rocky timbered areas bordering the 
national forest above Clayton, Idaho. 

Wildlife 

The most abundant wildlife in the area surveyed is antelope. They are 
increasing to the point where they are becoming a problem. 

Deer are prevalent at higher elevations, but cause no conflict with livestock. 

One of the party members was fortunate in seeing six mountain sheep in the 
Woods Basin area. It is estimated that between 30 and 50 mountain sheep win- 
ter in this area, plus a sizable herd of deer. 


In relating the wildlife observed, the party concurred that deer were common, 
and rattlesnakes were common. 
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Stock driveway 
There is no existing stock driveway along the west side of the Salmon River. 
Range improvement 


The area surveyed has a few possibilities with regard to increasing the carry- 
ing capacity of the unit through reseeding and brush removal. The major por- 
tions of the unit surveyed do not lend themselves to intensive treatment. 

A small reseedable site in the Klug Mountain area could be reseeded with good 
results. 

Brush removal in the area between Squaw Creek and Kinnikinie Creek, east 
side of Kinnikinic Creek near the forest boundary, Woods Basin and the area 
between Rattlesnake Creek and Lyon Creek would allow present understory 
grasses to increase. Those areas have heavy sagebrush stands and the aspects 
are such that an increased carrying capacity could be readily expected through 


brush removal. 
MARVIN W. PEARSON, 
Range Conservationist, Chief of Party. 

Mr. Brapsury. Thank you very much, and I would now like to 
introduce Piero Piva, past president of the Challis National Forest 
Cattlemen’s Association, and at the present time a director of the 
Idaho Cattlemen’s Association. 

Senator Moss. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF PIERO PIVA, REPRESENTING THE CHALLIS 
NATIONAL FOREST CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Prva. Senator Moss, ladies and gentlemen, by name is Piero 
Piva, from Challis, Custer County, Idaho. I am a stockman in a 
family partnership operation which runs approximately 700 head of 
breeding cows in the Challis and Stanley area. I would like at this 


time to direct your attention to the picture on the wall at the back of 
the hall here. Those cattle in that picture are my cattle on some of 
our property there at Stanley. What I have here to say today con- 
cerns that property. 
My remarks are made on behalf of the Challis National Forest 
Cattlemen’s Association. Mr. re mentioned previously the 
n 


area included within this association. d the Stanley Cattlemen’s 
Association in particular. This group strongly opposes any legisla- 
tion to create a national park in the Sawtooth Wilderness Area. Taken 
at face value, such a proposal appears to have little or no effect on the 
grazing of livestock, commercial timber enterprises, or the mining 
industry of the area, as has been mentioned in the newspaper accounts. 
However, we fear that such a proposal, if allowed to become law, 
would only serve as an opening wedge resulting in the expansion of 
the park boundaries as now proposed to eventually include the entire 
Stanley Basin and Sawtooth Valley. Should this come to pass, it 
would mean the complete abolition of all grazing of livestock and the 
taking of all private property and holdings in the area. This would 
mean a loss of taxable wealth to Custer County amounting to a 
$273,000 valuation, to say nothing of the private loss to individual 
landholders. 

It is an established fact that 97 percent of the lands in Custer 
County are already controlled by the Federal Government with the 
remaining 3 percent now carrying the entire tax burden. To lose any 
more of these lands to the exclusive use of the Park Service, losses 
either in the form of Federal livestock grazing lands, which graze 
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approximately 4,060 head of cattle and 76,000 head of sheep, or in the 
taking of spmneesanhey 33,000 acres of patented land, will work a 
useless and absolutely needless disaster on the individuals involved 
and the tax supported institutions affected. It is a serious problem, 
even now, to acquire from taxes the money to operate schools where 
our children are being educated and other public institutions. If the 
area as now proposed became a national park, and thereafter is 
enlarged, and we feel no one can seriously say it won't, it will mean 
that the remaining holdings near Challis for winter feeding of this 
stock will no longer comprise an economic unit.and will lessen in 
value considerably. We think that this is an absolute encroachment 
on an industry vital to the economy of our county, our State and the 
Nation. 

Another factor this association feels must be taken into consideration 
is the resulting increase of the game herds in the area proposed as a 
national park. In the area now designated, there is practically no 
winter range for game. This will mean that within a very short time 
there will be forces within the Park Service and other groups urging 
the annexation of more grazing lands to provide the needed winter 
forage for the ever-increasing numbers of deer and elk. It would 
naturally follow that to acquire the lands necessary to provide these 
winter game ranges would necessitate the enlarging of the bound- 
aries beyond Sawtooth Valley and Stanley Basin areas to include the 
slopes on the main Salmon River drainage. This would take in the 
better winter grazing slopes as far north as Challis, as there are no 
lands within the proposed park boundary or immediately adjacent to 
the Sawtooth and Stanley areas which are suitable or could provide 
forage enough for any number of wildlife. 

The Forest Service in proclaiming this proposed park area as a wil- 
derness area has done more to protect and preserve the natural beauty 
and scenic wonders of the area than could ever be accomplished 
through the creation of a national park. Through its multiple-use 
program, the Forest Service is dedicated to the improvement of camp- 
sites and roads at the lower elevations; to the building of trails into 
the wilderness area itself, and otherwise making it possible for the 
visitor to more fully enjoy the recreational possibilities of this region. 
Incidentally, our research has shown us that the Forest Service has 
this program underway and has had for some time prior to the an- 
nouncement of a proposed park in this area. Under the present 
system, the grazing of livestock, if carrying capacity formulas be per- 
fected, can continue to thrive. 

It is our firm conviction that the creation of a national park confined 
to the wilderness area itself would prove inadequate; that the advo- 
cates of such a national park would soon be clamoring for the expan- 
sion of boundaries and the possibilities herein stated would soon come 
to pass. We, from the Challis National Forest Cattlemen’s Associa- 
tion, strongly urge the abandonment of any proposal which looks to- 
ward the eventual establishment of a national park in either the Saw- 
tooth Wilderness Area or any larger area in that general vicinity. 
Thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Piva. 

Mr. Mutxey. I would like at this time to present Francis Smith, 
cattleman from the Mackay area. 
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Senator Moss. Mr. Smith. 
STATEMENT OF FRANCIS SMITH 


Mr. Smirn. Senator Moss, officials, everybody concerned, I am 
Francis Smith; I live between Mackay and Challis; I run on the 
Thousand Springs, or the Dicky area. I try to represent three of us 
that run on that unit. 

I have been there approximately 26 years on that particular area; 
I have been in the valley for 47 years, which I remember most of it. 

I would like to say that most of my complaint is on the adjudica- 
tion. We knew these adjudications were going on, and at one time, 
for many years, we were right on the trail of many a sheepherder, 
hundreds of horses. Our range, after we had cleared, we were glad 
to see the BLM come in at one time on account of it stopped the tres- 
pass, sheep, which trailed through the country, and the horses were 
gotten off of the range. But we figured, well, we knew in our own 
minds that our range was coming uphill; no doubt, by getting rid of 
the trespass. 

So we thought we wouldn’t have any cut, but we got fooled. We 
got a 66-percent cut. After going to bat for the BLM, we told them 
we would be very glad to go along with what looked reasonable, but 
to that extent was what we couldn’t understand, being our range had 
improved, which from the road you can see the biggest share of it, 
looks good. But we have some small areas that have been abused, 
partly from our own fault, also the people before us. Poor manage- 
ment in some instances, and trespass. 

But one thing I would like to say, we didn’t approve of the method 
of evaluating. Now, the range we were working up there in that area 
at the particular day, they were fair enough, they asked us if we 
wanted to go along some time ahead of time. We thought they would 
be fair. So when I discovered that this was going on, they were in the 
survey on this particular day, they had already made some of their 
plots. Sothen I watched. I had the glasses along, which you usually 
carry in the summer to see what the stock were doing, so I watched 
six stops in a row with my glasses. I can take you to the areas today. 
The first and second were made on a little break. The third one I 
think was made in a very good spot. The next three were on the 
break of a ridge. I can show you just where they stopped. From 
there on I do not know how many checks were made, what the areas 
were. 

I will be truthful about this. How many other surveys they made, 
where they took them, maybe they took them in the good places, I 
don’t know. But it all: boils down to this thing. The permittees on 
our range were not made to understand why. Weare happy now with 
one thing. They are trying to help us, or it looks that way, and I 
believe it is going to be better for us. Maybe we can come up, if 
promises are good, which we hope they are. So we are like the boy 
that got whipped, and the old man, he whipped the boy, told him ex- 
actly what he had to do and then it is going the other way, we are get- 
ting happier. We hope it will proceed. I thank you. 

enator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Mutxey. I would like to present Urban Kluesner, small opera- 

tor of the Leadore district. 
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STATEMENT OF URBAN KLUESNER 


Mr. Kuvesner. Senator Moss, ladies and gentlemen, I am not like 
the rest of these fellows in the fact that my family has been there. I 
came into this area in the last 12 years. I boug: t me a little place, 
and I am running about 90 head of stock now. Last spring I was hit 
with a 64- and 66-percent cut. Well, they told us it took effect imme- 
diately. I went to the trouble of having an attorney and filing an 
appeal. After we had this appeal made, they told us we didn’t need 
it, that we could run the same as we had, because as they have told 
you, per people formed this association up there to fight this thing a 
little bit. 

Well, after this was done, we put our cattle out the same as we had 
done last summer, and I’m on a small private allotment, there’s 1,280 
acres in this allotment, and I am licensed for 38 head of cows is all. 
And the cattle, after they had run on there this summer, I have no for- 
est permit and when these calves came off this fall and I sold them 
the 1st of November, or the 10th of November, between the 1st and 
the 10th, they weighed 511 pounds, and to me that doesn’t indicate a 
very seriously overgrazed condition in any range. I thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Kluesner. 

Mr, Mutxey. I would like to present Warren Gooch, small operator 
of the Baker area. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Gooch. 


STATEMENT OF WARREN GOOCH 


Mr. Goocxu. I am Warren Gooch; I live up in the Baker area, that 


is east of Salmon. I went in there in the year 1952 to buy mea ranch, 
and before buying this ranch I went to the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment to ask them about the range right. They said yes, that’s an old 
priority ; its a 90 head right for 5144 months a year, or 509 AUM’s. So 
I took it as a good right, so I asked the man, I said, “Will there be 
any chance of cuts? You have just cut Haines Creek over there.” 
“No, you won’t receive any cut on your range; it’s being undergrazed 
now. Leaving a lot of dry grass; there’s a fire hazard up there, so 
that range won’t receive any cut.” 

So I bought the ranch and went to work on it. Well, December of 
1958, they sent me word that my ranch hadn’t established priority 
enough in the priority years to give me a 90-percent range right, so I 
had to be cut to a 35-percent range right, and also they had completed 
a range survey and I would receive a 65-percent cut on top of that. 
Well, that left me with 12 cows to go out on the range. Now what 
could a man do with 12 cows, the place half paid for, money borrowed, 
- everything mortgaged. Walk down the road; that’s all there is left 
to do. 

So I went down and seen them. They said if I didn’t like it I 
could protest it. He said, “Do it by mail, or in person or hire an attor- 
ney, either way you want to do it.” Didn’t make any difference, I 
wouldn’t win. So I obtained an attorney and I went to work on it. 
We went down there, told our story. The advisory board said, “You 
went to the right place to find out about this and we think you should 
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have your range back.” The State supervisor said, “Yeah, Ill go 
along with that, too.” 

Well, it was settled. I had my range back. Three days later I got a 
letter that the advisory board decision was I would still be cut 35. 
Now, that is a damn lie, because the advisory board gave me their 
decision right there. 

I appealed the case. We went and had the hearing before an exam- 
iner. Well, the hearing come back that the BLM didn’t furnish suf- 


ficient evidence to permit them to cut my right from 90 to 35, and so it 
was being sent back to them for further investigation, and so that is 
where I sit today. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Gooch. 

(A statement filed by the witness follows :) 


PREPARED STATEMENT OF WARREN GOOCH 


I, Warren Gooch, wish to enter my plea for help on grazing problems in Lemhi 
County. 

I came to Lemhi County in 1952 and bought the ranch which I am now in 
possession of. Before buying the ranch, I checked with the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement office on the range rights. I was told by the then district range manager 
that the range right that went with my ranch was an old priority right, class A, 
which was for 90 head for 5144 months, or 509 AUM’s. I also asked if there 
would be any cut in numbers on this range, and was told “No.” The district 
manager explained that in past years there had been too much grass left, which 
created a fire hazard. 

That same year the 10-year permits were canceled, and I asked the reason for 
the cancellation. I was told that they were going to make a range survey and 
that we would be licensed for 1 year at a time until the survey was completed, 
which would take about 3 years, and we would then be given our 10-year permits. 
Also, I was told that the range survey would have no effect on our range since 
it was in such good condition. 

The latter part of 1958 I received a notice from the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment that they were adjudicating the ranges and that my ranch had established 
a right for only 35 head during the priority years, and that the range survey 
showed that our range would receive a cut of 65 percent, starting with the 1959 
grazing season. Along with the cut in priority and the 65 percent cut, I would 
be able to turn out 12 cows. 

The above mentioned cut is definitely not necessary. Since I came to Salmon 
in 1952, we have taken off our range (Baker Creek) over 150 head of horses, 
and a very small percent of these have been replaced with other stock. Most 
of the 150 head of horses running on the Baker Creek range were “freeloaders,” 
and were on the range the year around. During the last 3 years there have 
been no horses on our range. 

I protested the cut proposed to me and was called to a protest meeting. The 
advisory board said they thought I should have my range as it was represented 
to me by the officials at the BLM office before I bought the ranch. They said 
I had went to the right place to get information on it, and should have been 
told the facts. The State supervisor said he would go along with that, too. I 
thought it was settled, but in a few days I received a notice from the BLM that 
the advisory board had made the decision that I was to be licensed for 35 head, 
or 201 AUM’s. I appealed the decision of the district manager (at considerable 
expense), and a hearing was held. The hearing examiner’s decision was that 
evidence presented at the hearing by the Bureau of Land Management did not 
justify a cut, and it was remanded to the district manager for further appropriate 
action. 

We, in the Baker Creek Association, know we have a good range and have 
been taking care of it. We hold our cows in in the spring until the grass is 
ready. We have developed water and kept our cattle well distributed. We 
feel that the range survey was very inaccurate. One of our men followed a 
range survey “boy” and said that wherever he threw his ring, there was where 
the sample was cut. If it lit on a pile of rocks, which it did at times, he had 
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no clipping to do, and no sample for that space. We feel that we are entitled 
to another range survey. 

There is nothing in this area to make a living from except the cattle industry. 
We have a water problem and a short season which makes it impossible to farm. 
Dairying is not profitable, as the market is poor in this area. 

In conclusion, my opinion is that employees of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment should put more effort in improvement of the ranges, such as water im- 
provement, reseeding, etc., where it is needed, rather than to cut numbers of 
livestock unnecessarily to the point where it is impossible for ranchers to make 
a living, and that a resurvey should be made by qualified surveyors. 

Respectfully submitted. 


WARREN GOOCH. 
Mr. Mutxey. I would like to present. Orion Peterson, of the Lead- 
ore area, small operator. 
Senator Moss. Mr. Peterson. 


STATEMENT OF ORION PETERSON 


Mr. Prrerson. Senator Moss, ladies and gentlemen, I am an old 
operator up around, livestock, up around Leadore, Idaho. That is in 
Lemhi County. I have run cattle there approximately 42 years and 
my dad run them a few years before I did. 

Now, a year ago we were called in to a meeting in Salmon City by 
the grazier in that district, and he informed us that we were to be 
cut 65 percent. Now, there are about six operators in this little piece 
of range we have there, and there are five of us that are smal] opera- 
tors, and then they have one that is a big operator. Now, if we have 
to take a cut of 65 percent, it is going to do away with five of these 
operators, myself included. They simply can’t make it on what they 
will be cut down. 

The way I am running now, I am running about 150 head of stock. 
If I am cut down to what they tell us we would have to be cut, 65 
percent, that means that I will be able to run about 75 head of cattle. 
And now there are four of these fellows that are running with me 
that are worse off than that. 

Now, I am a trustee of the Leadore school district. They are very 
much concerned about the tax situation. If these tax cuts go into 
effect up there the way BLM seems to want to put them through, it 
is going to make an awful hardship on the school districts there. 
We just bonded our district about 3 years ago for $210,000 and we 
simply can’t pay these bonds, pay our taxes, educate our kids, if we 
are cut down 65 percent. I thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Peterson. 

Mr. Mutxey. Senator Moss, we have quite a number of other wit- 
nesses that we haven’t got time for all of those. We could cut down 
on some of those and call some. ; 

Senator Moss. Those that have any written statements I would sug- 
gest they file that for the record. I would like to give as many of 
them a chance to identify themselves and say a word, though, as 

ossible. 
Mr. Mutxey. At this time I would like to call on Charles Kane, 
chairman of the Board of County Commissioners of Lemhi County. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Kane. 
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES KANE, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS, LEMHI COUNTY, IDAHO 


Mr. Kanr. Senator Moss, ladies and gentlemen, I am Charles Kane, 
chairman of the Board of County Commissioners for Lemhi County. 

When this tax cut was first proposed, I think you can all appreciate 
the concern that it caused to the governing body of the county. 
Our county is, I believe, the third largest county in the State and, 
however, we are not as bad off as Custer County, but we do have 
93 percent of our acres belong to the Federal Government. And our 
deeded land in Lemhi County is 219,000 acres. The total land is 
3,160,000 acres, so you can see what the percentage is there. 

Our cattle population in Lemhi County is 35,000 head, which, I 
believe, we could safely estimate that nearly 30,000 head of that 
population would be run on Federal land. We have 28,000 head of 
sheep on the tax rolls, and quite a number of that population is on 
Federal lands, so if we take a 65-percent cut, or a 75-percent cut on 
either one of those, it is going to seriously affect the economy of 
Lemhi County, because we have no other recourse, only our stock. 
We have had a little revenue off of mines, but that is very, well, it 
is just velvet, is all, because it is very unstable. The backbone of 
Lemhi County’s economy has always been the stockman. 

If these cuts are imposed it will necessitate a number of the small 
operators going out of business, as you have heard from the opera- 
tors themselves. It will also take stock off of the range and a num- 
ber of them will attempt to take care of that stock on their ranches. 
They will have to take good agriculture land that is valued at an 
average of about $75 an acre and turn that land into grazing land, 
which is valued at about $35 an acre, so it is very easy to see what 
these imposed cuts will mean to Lemhi County. 

We have bonded the school district in Lemhi County for new 
schools and now, if these cuts are imposed, we lose our revenues, it 
is going to be a very serious matter. 

I thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Kane. 

Mr. Moutxey. I would like to call on Carl Engquist, small operator 
of the Baker area. 


STATEMENT OF CARL ENGQUIST 


Mr. Enequist. Senator Moss, ladies and gentlemen, I am what you 
would say not like the rest of them. I didn’t take a 90 percent cut, 
I took 100. 

I bought a ranch at Lemhi. I have been in Lemhi County before, 
but in 1932 I bought the ranch. I was given a range right for 50 
head. I had it continually, run that many head on the range up to 
now. Last year I was worried that my right was cut out. Well, I 
went to the Advisory Board to start with and they seemed to be in 
my favor when we were talking to them, but the next day it went with 
the BLM and we appealed the case. I appealed it and I won the ap- 
peal. Now I want to have this put in the record. 

Senator Moss. That will be part of the record, Mr, Engquist. 
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(The document referred to follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
OFFICE OF HEARING EXAMINERS 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
July 20, 1959 
DECISION 


Carl and Jessie Engquist, Appellants; F. R. Hartvigson, Intervenor. Appeal 
from the decision of the district manager for the Salmon Grazing District 
dated March 10, 1959 


The appellants appealed from the decision of the district manager for the 
Salmon Grazing District dated March 10, 1959, which rejected appellants’ 
application for 50 cattle April 16 to September 30 for the reason that “Your base 
properties do not have any grazing privileges on the Federal range and there 
is no excess feed in your area of use (43 CFR 161.4(a) (b) ; 161.6(e) (3) (4) (5), 
(f) (1)ii; 161.9(d) ).” 

A hearing was scheduled before me at Salmon, Idaho, on May 8, 1959. A 
stipulation was entered into between the Bureau of Land Management, the 
appellants, and all other persons interested or affected that the hearing be 
held on the afternoon of May 7, 1959, instead of May 8, 1959, as originally set. 
Mr. Robert S. Burr, Office of the Solicitor, U.S. Department of the Interior, 
Boise, Idaho, appeared for the Bureau of Land Management. Mr. Sherman F. 
Furey, Jr., of the law firm of Furey & Furey, Salmon, Idaho, appeared for the 
appellants. F. R. Hartvigson appeared for himself as an intervenor without 
legal counsel. 

The issue agreed upon was whether the base property of appellants was land 
dependent by use, and if so, the extent of such dependency by use. 

The appellants offered evidence tending to show that the base property had 
been used in connection with the Federal range during the priority years, June 
28, 1929, to June 28, 1934, with varying numbers of livestock by the three differ- 
ent lessees or owners of the property during those years. A man by the name of 
Schidiger leased the property in 1929, and evidence was offered to show that he 
ran anywhere from 16 to 35 head of livestock, Tom Betty leased the base prop- 
erty in 1930, 1931, 1932, or 1931 to 1933, the exact dates not being clearly 
established. Betty ran from 15 to 30 head of cattle from the base property. 
In 1933 appellants purchased the base property from a Dr. Cline and moved onto 
the ranch in the late fall with 150 head of sheep and 16 horses, or a total of 
46 animal units by converting the sheep on the basis of 5 sheep as the equivalent 
of 1 cow or 1 horse (section 161.2(m) of the code). 

Neither the district manager’s decision nor the issue as stated at the hearing 
clearly indicates the basis for the rejection of appellants’ application. 43 CFR 
161.4 (a) and (b) refer to classification of base properties as land or water, 
establishment of minimum base property requirements, and the definition of 
class 1 and class 2 base properties. 

Section 161.6(e) (3) (4) and (5) states: 

(3) No license or permit will confer grazing privileges in excess of the grazing 
capacity of the Federal range to be used. 

“(4) So far as consistent with proper range practices, licenses and permits will 
confer grazing privileges on the range lands which were used in creating the 
dependency by use or priority of the base properties involved. 

“(5) In the event of range depletion resulting from drought or other causes, 
the grazing privileges that may be exercised under any license or permit may 
be reduced in whole or in part, and for such period of time as may be neces- 
sary.” 

Section 161.9(d) of the code, listed in the district manager’s decision, refers 
to cancellation or reduction of licenses or permits improperly issued, and refers 
to a “show cause” action. This section is not applicable to the present case 
which involves an appeal from the denial of an application for a grazing license, 
rather than a “show cause” action. 

No evidence was offered by the Bureau to show that the action taken was 
predicated upon any of the above-quoted provisions of the code. Lowell J. 
Udy, district manager, testified for the Bureau of Land Management and stated 
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that he based his decision on section 161.6(f) (ii) of the Federal Range Code, 
which states : 

“(f) Reduction. (1) If necessary to reach the grazing capacity of any area 
of the Federal range after licenses or permits have been issued, reductions of 
grazing privileges applicable to such area shall be made in the following order: 

“(i) &* * 

“(ii) Regular licenses or permits to the extent, if any, to which they have been 
issued in excess of the base property qualification.” 

Thus, the issue would more properly appear to be whether a reduction of li- 
censes or permits is necessary to reach the grazing capacity of the Federal range 
and if so, to what extent, if any, had licenses or permits been issued to appel- 
lants in excess of their base property qualifications. 


FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 


I find from the evidence and exhibits that appellants have been issued grazing 
privileges under licenses and a 10-year permit from 1937 up to 1959 in the 
amount of 50 animal units, in the early years consisting of sheep, cattle, and 
horses, and later of cattle or cattle and horses. The 10-year permit covered 
the period July 1, 1943, to June 30, 1953, for 45 cattle and 5 horses, 248 animal- 
unit months. 

The appellants offered evidence that would establish their base property had 
been used in a livestock operation during the priority period in connection with 
the public domain. The evidence was inconclusive as to the exact amount of such 
use. 

The Bureau failed to offer any evidence to show that prior licenses and permits 
to appellants had been improperly issued or were issued in excess of the base prop- 
erty qualifications. Likewise the Bureau failed to offer any evidence tending 
to show that the Federal range is being overutilized and a reduction in licensed 
use is necessary of appellants’ application was for this reason. 

Section 161.2(i) of the Federal Range Code states: 

“*Base property qualifications’ means the maximum amount of grazing privi- 
leges on Federal range properly allowable to base properties in class 1 or class 
er 

“Regular licenses and permits” as referred to in section 161.6(f) (ii) of the 
code are defined in section 161.6(b) of the code and may be either class 1 or 
class 2 licenses. 

Under section 161.6(f) (iii) of the code, “Regular licenses or permits properly 
issued [will be reduced] on an equal percentage basis” when necessary to reach 
the grazing capacity of any area of the Federal range. 

From the evidence offered I must conclude that the licenses and permits 
issued to appellants over the past 21 years were properly issued. 


FINAL CONCLUSION 


From the facts above stated the action of the district manager in denying 
appellants’ application was not justified and it is hereby reversed. 


Howarp B. Buiack, Hearing Examiner. 


Mr. Enequisr. I win this appeal. A few days afterwards, why, 
it come back again that I was cut down. So now there is another 
appeal pending and I am not rich enough or anything like that to 
hire lawyers. I am competing a few hundred dollars a year income 
against a $76 billion Government income, and I don’t see how I can 
keep on fighting in that way. I think it is impossible. They can 
keep on with this and I just got to quit, that’s all there is to it, but 
I want you to study the appeal that the chairman there, Mr. Black, 
was judge in that appeal and if I had lost that appeal I would be 
through. But they lost so they could keep going with me. 

Right today I don’t know if I am turning out any in the spring. 
That is just the way Istand. Thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Engquist. 

Mr. Moutxey. I would like to present Kermit Purcell, oldtime 
operator of the Leadore area. 
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STATEMENT OF KERMIT PURCELL 


Mr. Purcetz. Senator Moss, ladies and gentlemen, I am Kermit 
Purcell, operator, Leadore, Idaho. Been in the cattle business 40 
years. I run on the—which was the Bureau of Land Management, 
was in the Taylor Grazing Act before it come into effect, I had horses 
and cattle in the Eighteen Mile District in Leadore. When it came 
into effect, why, I was running 200 head of horses, 100 head of cattle. 
So I went along and they issued me a permit for 290 head of cattle, 
and I sold my horses and went into the cattle business. Horses were 
$5 a head; cattle were $20 a head with the calf thrown in. 

So we went along and everything was fine through, with two or three 
graziers in there. Mr. Nettleton come in office, I was the first one they 
took after. So they wanted to—before that they issued me a 10-year 
permit for 290 head of cattle from the 1st day of April to December 
31. So Mr. Nettleton came into office and so he canceled my 10-year 
permit, took me to a small hearing in Salmon, Idaho, and cut me from 
290 head to 160 head, the same term. 

OK, I went along with them, never dreaming of another cut. So 
now they are asking me to take a 45 percent cut after I’ve already 
taken one cut. They are also asking me to move from where I have 
run for 30 years into a new district, which I partially run on before, 
which is infested with larch spur and it’s impossible to run on that 
until a later date. 

Last summer I had some deeded lands close to one of my ranches. 
The Bureau of Land Management put a fence across and fenced me 
off of water, which was a quarter of a mile from a creek. There was 
no reason why they couldn’t cross the creek and left water on both 
sides. I wasn’t notified in any way. 

So, after I take this cut, I have money in drift fences up to $2,000 
that was built 10 to 15 years ago. I am asked to give them up. I am 
also asked to give two school sections up and leave that area and go 
intoanew area. Thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Purcell. 

Mr. Mutxey. I would like to present I. K. Ohman, of the Leadore 
area, who has a large family to support. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Ohman. 


STATEMENT OF I. K. OHMAN 


Mr. Ouman. Mr. Chairman and ladies and gentlemen, my name is 
I. K. Ohman; I live at Leadore; I am a small operator but I have my 
wife and six children to support and try to educate. 

In 1955 I moved in there, bought a place of 280 acres and it had 
‘a range right on the Bureau of Land Management of 105 A.U.M.’s. 
That left me about 5214 head of cattle for 2 months; the balance of 
the time I kept them on my base property. Now, in 1959 they informed 
me I’d take a 65 percent cut. That wouldn’t leave me very many stock 
to run and I absolutely couldn’t make a living on that, and the ground 
is not suitable for anything but stock. You couldn’t raise anything 
but hay, maybe a little grain, but how would you raise grain with 
the Government controlling that ? 

So that’s my setup and that’s about all I’ve got to say. Thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Ohman. 
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Mr. Mutxey. I would like to present Allen Purcell, small operator 
of the Leadore area. 
Senator Moss. Mr. Purcell. 


STATEMENT OF ALLEN PURCELL 


Mr. Purcetx. Senator Moss, I have lived at Leadore, Idaho, for 
the past 30 years and I now operate my father’s, formerly my father’s, 
ranch after he died a few years back. 

In 1949 we were cut on the forest 45 percent from 105 head down 
to 60. Now, last year the Bureau of Land Management asked me 
to take a 69-percent cut to 77 head, which I run on the Bureau of 
Land Management. Well, that leaves me 24 head. 

Now, I am not going to take up much of your time here because 
all I’ve got to say is that I’m out of the business when this goes in, 
but I am going to fight it as far as I can. Thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Purcell. 

Mr. Morkey. Lloyd Clark, oldtime operator of the Leadore area. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Clark, go right ahead. 


STATEMENT OF LLOYD CLARK 


Mr. CuarKk. Senator Moss, fellows, I am a resident of Leadore, 
Idaho. I have lived in Lemhi County since 1928 and I am acquainted 
with most, some acquainted with most of the operations in the valley. 

I know that it seems like the large operator is taking the small one 
out of business. It seems as though the cuts affect the small operator, 
and the large operator will tell you, “This won’t affect me, for I have 
nonuse to take care of it.” 

As I recall, most of those ranchers that are up there, large or small, 
mostly the large ones, are bigger now days than they ever were in the 
priority years and still they are the fellows with the nonuse. I 
thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Clark. 

Mr. Moutxey. I would like to present George Colwell. Like to tell 
a little story about George. George came into Lemhi County with 
the CCC boys, worked for a dollar a day there for years. He ac- 
cumulated a little money and he finally accumulated a small ranch. 
At the present time he is one of our school board members and he 
is certainly a substantial citizen of Lemhi County. George Colwell. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Colwell. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE COLWELL 


Mr. Cotwei. Ladies and gentlemen, my name is George Colwell; 
I live at North Fork, Idaho, just below Salmon. I am on the forest 
range down there and in 1946 I bought a ranch and had a right of 50 
head of cattle and I had 10 of my own. [I lost that 10 at the time 
and didn’t have enough cattle to hold my priority. 

So I took out all the nonuse they would allow me for the year, and 
then I had no fence to hold what few cattle I had out of the field and 
the ranger says, “Why don’t you cut off the time here?” He says, 
“There’s no need of these cattle being on the field and you’re paying 
that range right.” So we cut off 2 months. 
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In the next year there was a lot of sheep allotment range opened 
up and they gave that to me and I got my fence in the field and moved 
out, and I asked for these 2 months back, and they refused it. Then 
the next thing they turned around and give a packer’s permit out 
there on this range for another month longer than my time runs. 
His runs into September and mine’s the 15th of August, and they let 
it go and let my cattle go and left them so they didn’t make me bring 
them in right on that date until 1947, I get a notice from my ranger 
that my cattle was due to be in. 

Well, I was busy haying, nowhere to go with them, and just the 
wife and I trying to handle the place, and they give me the 72-hour 
notice of trespass, or trespass me, so I was trespassed with them and 
from then on until the snow there's other cattle runs on my allotment. 
They never see them and I go and tell them, they don’t know anything 
about them. 

A few years ago, in fact 2 years ago, they told me my range was 
overgrazed, get them in, they were hurting it, so I went out to see and 
I couldn’t see it, so I asked them to ride the range with me, so the 
forest supervisor, the local ranger, assistant ranger, we rode the 
range, but where we rode was throught timber country where they are 
logging. It wasn’t what you’d call cattle range. In the ride we 


found fresh signs of other cattle, and they left them there. I.asked 
them why they didn’t do something about it. The ranger, the local 
ranger, he didn’t know anything about it. Assistant ranger says, 
“Well, yes, I know whose cattle they were and knew they was there, 
but I was riding range with you. I can’t do two jobs at one time.” 
And the main supervisor says, “I thought they were yours so I didn’t 


say anything.” 

So they keep riding me I’ve got to come in, nowhere with the cattle. 
They say the horse permit, it’s just a packer’s permit. There are 
mules in it, and I have cattle lost every year with it and if this con- 
tinues, if I have to try and operate under that with just 50 head of 
cattle, it’s pretty hard to meet my means and that, and I would ap- 
preciate to have this matter looked into, if you would. 

I thank you. 

(A statement filed by the witness follows :) 


PREPARED STATEMENT OF GEORGE COLWELL’ 


I, George, Colwell, a forest permittee in the Indianola District of the Salmon 
National Forest would like to have you investigate and act on the following 
complaint. 

In 1946 I purchased a ranch with a range right for 50 head from April 16 to 
October 15. I also had a right for 10 head established prior to this other which 
was taken away from me at this time. 

Because I did not have anywhere near enough cattle to fill my range right, 
I took out nonuse for all they would allow at that time and still hold my permit. 
In an agreement between the ranger and myself the closing date of my permit 
was altered to August 15 with the assurance this would in no wise alter my 
permit when I got sufficient cattle to fill it. 

About a year later some sheep range was relinquished which was added to 
my allotment. Also at this time the forest issued a regular term permit for 10 
head of horses and mules on this range. Since this new permittee did not 
qualify for this type of permit it was changed to a packer’s permit. When I 
went onto this new range I asked for my time set back to the original time 
and it was refused. I continued to ask each year but no action was ever 


1 Three maps submitted with this statement are on file with the committee. 





GRAZING ON PUBLIC DOMAIN LANDS 37 


taken about the stock running later than August 15 until 2 years ago when 
I was served a trespass notice with 72 hours to get them in and a fine from my 
closing date on, with the reason being the range was already overgrazed. On 
October 18 I rode the range with the ranger, the supervisor, and the assistant 
supervisor. We rode through mostly timber and practically no cattle range. 
We ran into fresh signs indicating the presence of cattle on this range that very 
day and no further investigation was ever made—those cattle staying there 
until well along in November. When questioning them about those cattle after- 
ward, the ranger “didn’t know what I was talking about’; the supervisor 
“supposed they must have been mine”; the assistant supervisor “knew whose 
they were, but since he was riding range with me that day he couldn’t do two 
jobs at one time.” 

Last year when my date was nearly up the ranger came to my place notifying 
me to have them in, also showing me a map of his recent range study of the 
area. He had several spots marked overgrazed. 

I did some investigating of the matter myself and a few days later invited the 
supervisor (the ranger going along too) to look over the range with the pur- 
pose of showing me these overgrazed spots. After we go out in the grass these 
spots became ‘“‘adequate use.” 

The only action I can get is if there is still grass after August 15 they could 
extend the time, with the ranger above determining whether there is grass or not. 

Other cattle run on this allotment each year after the date when I am notified 
to be in. 

If this cut cannot be contested and put back to my original permit, I will 
not be able to continue to operate. I have no place to put my cattle at this early 
date and with this size of permit I cannot afford to buy other outside pasture. 
I have no other way of making a living. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Colwell. 

Mr. Mutxery. Like to call on Dave Schultz, old-time operator of 
Lemhi County. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Schultz. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID SCHULTZ 


Mr. Scuuttz. Senator Moss, ladies and gentlemen, I don’t have 
much to say because they just kind of worked me out of this Taylor 
grazing business, as far as I’m concerned, because I originally lived on 
a ranch 20 miles south of Salmon when this Taylor grazing went into 
effect, and they started giving out these 10-year permits and I didn’t 
really know what I was doing, but I did get by up there and got a 
range right for 75 head of cattle. And then I sold out up there and 
bought a larger ranch down on Big Flat down toward Carmen, and 
at that time the Forest Service assured me that I would have a range 
right for 150 head of cattle or 750 head of sheep. 

So, I went ahead and bought this ranch and after I bought the 
ranch, got ready to run my cattle, they said, “Well, it’s too late; you’re 
just 1 year too late. This permit has lapsed.” So that put me out 
there. So I went to Montana and bought a ranch there for range and 
I run my cattle there, and in 1950 I bought the ranch adjoining me 
there of 500 acres and on that I got a Taylor grazing for 155 A.U.M’s. 
and we’d been using that. We run a 30-day period. 

What we had, we voluntarily went down to 2 weeks, going on 2 
weeks later and coming off in 2 weeks. Well, that worked fairly good, 
but the range has been ccming up all the time, so this year they come 
up with a 40 percent cut, and the boys all went in there, the other 
boys, one of the boys was on the Advisory Board, he had a small ranch 
that he had 1,200 A.U.M’s., and the others were about the same, they 
had all the A.U.M’s. they needed, and they decided, agreed to this 
cut, come around to sign the papers, I said, “No, I won’t sign no papers, 
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because,” I says, “when I come in here I understood that we was all to 
have the same period of grazing. What was hurting this range was 
one party going on one time and one going on another.” I says, “We 
were supposed to have a uniform time to go on, a uniform time to 
go off.” I says, “You other fellows have up to 5 months range there, 
and the way it is now I'll have to be off in 2 weeks.” So I says, “I 
won't sign it.” So I don’t know how it is. 

I believe that’s all Ihave to say. Thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Schultz. 

Mr. Mutkey. Ray Follett, small operator of the Leadore area. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Follett. 


STATEMENT OF RAY FOLLETT 


Mr. Foutxerr. Senator Moss, ladies and gentlemen, my name is Ray 
Follett and I live at Leadore, Idaho. I have a wife and two kids, one 
going to college. 

I bought my place in the spring of 1955 with what hard earned 
money I had and mortgaged everything to the limit to stock the place, 
which called for 130 head of cattle on the forest and 145 AUM’s on 
the BLM. Prior to the time I bought the ranch, Potter Bros. owned 
it and at one time were licensed to run from 110 to 130 head. Then I 
think it was in 1953 they got a notice from the BLM stating that they 
were to be cut down to 60 head for not making substantial use of 
the range. 

Now, I have a letter from Herman Potter in answer to a letter I 
wrote him in regards to why he had lost the permit and if he had been 
warned of it. It says: 

“T guess you’d say they warned us of the cut. A meeting was held 
at Salmon. Herman attended and was told his permit was cut be- 
cause of nonuse. He didn’t contest; he felt there wasn’t any use, as 
they seemed to have made up their minds for the cut.” 

Now, Potters probably weren’t making much use of the range. 
But the BLM officials could have given him nonuse for improvement 
of the range because they had done so in other cases in the valley. I 
think Mr. Potter was either unaware of the fact that he could take 
out nonuse, or he was told he couldn’t have it. 

Now, coming back to what has happened to me since I bought the 
ranch. In January of 1959 we were called to a BLM meeting, which 
I attended, and were told that our Timber Creek district was to be 
cut 59 percent, to become effective in the 1959 grazing season. That 
would leave me with a license for a 25-head permit on the Federal 
range out of what a few years ago was a permit for up to 130 head; 
as you can see, they took half of it because we weren’t using it and 
want to take the rest because we are. 

You have already heard what we think of the condition of the range, 
but I would like to say that I have been in that country for 24 years. 
I have seen the grass look good and bad. It seems to me that moisture 
is the determining factor. When we have dry years, like last year, 
the grass doesn’t look so good, but when we have moisture the grass 
waves above the sagebrush after the grazing season is ended. To me 
the range looks as good or better than it ever did. 

I would like to add one more thing to that. On different occasions 
the BLM officials have made the statement that most of these cuts 


> 
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over this area will be taken up in, will be paper cuts, there actually 
won’t be any cuts imposed outside of paper cuts, but I would like to say 
that our group here, I know, doesn’t have that paper to fall back on, 
and I think that is a good point to be investigated, to find out just 
where all that water in the operation comes from, and you know 
what I mean. 

Senator Moss. Yes. 

Mr. Fotuerr. Thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Follett. You express yourself very 
well, sir. 

Mr. Mutxey. Like to call on Ralph Sims, of the Leadore area. 

Mr. Ratru Stus. I wasn’t going to speak. 

Mr. Mutxry. We'll have to let Ralph off, then. We will call on 
the next one, Ear] Peterson, Leadore. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Peterson. 


STATEMENT OF EARL PETERSON 


Mr. Pererson. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, my name is 
Harvey E. Peterson; I am a rancher in the Leadore district in a 
partnership with my mother. We operate about 150 head of cattle. 

Back before the priority years the ranch run 400 head of cattle. 
Then when the Taylor Act went into effect, they set us up with a 
range right of 43 head. I might add that these 400 head run for 5 
months; the 48 head run for 2 months. Now they want to cut us 65 
percent. That was a year ago. 

This year they come up with another cut of 35 percent proposed, 
a voluntary cut they wanted us to take. I think that’s about all I 
havetosay. Thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Peterson. 

Mr. Mutxey. Bill Clark, operator close to Salmon. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Clark, go right ahead. 


STATEMENT OF BILL CLARK 


Mr. Cuark. I am Bill Clark, of Salmon, and I’ve got as much beef 
in the forest as I have at the Taylor, but in my operations there I pay 
Taylor on 425 head, and on Mulkey Creek divides my range on the 
Taylor and where I run it. Well, they cut me to 175 last year on the 
south side of Mulkey Creek and there’s more feed on 40 acres on the 
south side, and on the south side they want a 65-percent cut, and on 
the other side where they have put me with 250 head of cattle, it’s 
Greasewood Flat and we take 35 percent there, and then after my 
Taylor operations I drift onto the forest there. 

I’ve got a private allotment, and when I bought this allotment on 
the forest, it was good for 150 head of cattle for 4 months. Well, I 
was just a green kid and they jumped onto me and I wanted to get 
along with the forest, and so they said, “Well, Bill, we’re going to 
give you 100 head for 1 month on that forest.” And they said, “If 
there’s more feed you'll be allowed to have it.” Well, I took them at 
their word, nothing down in writing, and went along and we went out 
there for a while and it was just a lot of feed left, but here they come 
along and says, “You can get off of there.” I tried to argue with 
them, told them I'd like to have them go ride the range with me. 
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“No,” they said, “we haven’t got time. You have so many hours to 
get your stock in.” 
ell, in the next year then there was another fellow there, Chris 

Nielson, that had a forest permit in there, and he came to me and 
wanted to sell me that thing, and we talked it over and we both went 
into the forest, and sure, that will be fine, Bill, you go right ahead 
and buy Mr. Neilson’s right. So we went ahead and he charged me 
quite a lot of money for it, and he signed the waiver over to the forest. 
They says, “Goodby, Bill.” That was it. After me giving him his 
money for signing that waiver to the forest, they never did sign it, 
back to me. 

I believe that’s about all I have to say. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Clark. 

Mr. Moux.xey. Jim Carlson, Leadore rancher. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Carlson. 


STATEMENT OF JIM CARLSON 


Mr. Caruson. Senator Moss, I’m not very good at this. 

Senator Moss. That’s all right, you go right ahead. 

Mr. Caruson. I got a loan from the FHA to buy the cows from my 
dad 2 years ago and then we had to pay my ma so much after his death 
for the land. They come up with that 65 percent cut, those two pay- 
ments are going to be awful hard to make, make it stick. I think 
that’s all I’ve got to say. 

Senator Moss. Can’t make it with that much cut. Thank you, Mr. 
Carlson. 

Mr. Mutxeryr. Bob Carlson, Leadore rancher. 


STATEMENT OF BOB CARLSON 


Mr. Cartson. I’m with my brother, the same fix that he’sin. They 
called us in that there would be a meeting this spring, and the presi- 
dent of our association, we went with the forest and agreed to have 
a nonuse for range improvement. We figured maybe the Bureau of 
Land Management would do the same way, but no, the Bureau of 
Land Management, they want a 45 percent cut to make range 
improvements. 

Well, I can’t see why they have to have a cut to have range im- 
provements. Why can’t they use a nonuse? Thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Carlson. 

Mr. Muuxey. Like to present Mary Turner, a lady who has a cow 
operation in our valley. 

Senator Moss. Miss Turner. 


STATEMENT OF MARY TURNER 


Miss Turner. Well, I’m just a common educated gal, eighth grade, 
and I’m kind of regretting that we had to call all you people down 
here to get a look at this thing. 

Senator Moss. Weare happy to come. 

Miss Turner. I don’t have a lot to say. I started up as a truck- 
driver down in Colorado and got enough money to buy a small ranch, 
and I sold that and come up here and bought another one and I’ve 
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been getting along pretty good right along, you know, getting a little 
better. This last ranch I bought, I asked them about the permit in 
the Bureau of Land Management office and I find it was a good permit, 
so I went ahead and put all this money that I have accumulated in 
those years, since about 1943, during the Second World War, that was 
when I was driving truck, and I put all that money in this ranch and 
a 73 percent cut would just cut me enough cattle that I wouldn’t be 
able to go ahead and pay the permit or the contract payments, you 
know, and the interest that I’d have to pay on it, and I’d have some 
income tax because I’d only be exempt about $600 that way, you see, 
and put quite a burden on me. 

I don’t think that ll make it; I think they will foreclose the 
ranch; just a question of time, I think. I may be able to run a few 
years, but that’s all. 

This summer I put a piece of range fence up there on some of the 
public land where it fences in my deeded land and a small amount 
of Taylor grazing land, and I have the water there that would control 
that piece of range in my own deeded land, and they agreed to fix 
up something on that so that ’d know how many cattle to run on 
there and everything, and by golly they haven’t done it. So I’m 
almost afraid to put any even on my deeded land for fear I’ll run into 
a trespass charge there. They’ve had a year to fix that up and I’ve 
got a $1,200 fence on there; it isn’t even on my own land. 

I just don’t think I’m going to be able to hold out very many years. 
TI guess that’s all. 

Senator Moss. Thank yeu, Miss Turner. 

Mr. Muuxey. A this time I would like to thank Senator Moss and 
John Carver for this hearing on behalf of the users of Lemhi and 
Custer Counties. I thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Mulkey. We have completed the 
list of people in the Salmon area. 

(The following telegram was filed at the request of the chairman :) 


PaRMA, IDAHO, January 28, 1960. 
BUREAU OF PuBLIC LANDS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
Twin Falls, Idaho: 


Parma Chamber of Commerce is on record as opposing grazing land reductions. 
We believe present method of determining forage entirely out of reason. Many 
small units will be forced out of business if cuts allowed. This would affect 
economy of our area as well as the rest of the State. 

PaRMA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. 

Senator Moss. We will now hear from those in the southeastern 
area, Pocatello area of Idaho. Mr. Leavitt Taylor will be the first 
to speak. 

STATEMENT OF LEAVITT TAYLOR 


Mr. Taytor. Honorable Chairman and Senator, and members of the 
subcommittee, ladies and gentlemen, we would like to thank you people 
for giving us the opportunity that we haven’t seemed to have. 

In our area, more thar our Taylor grazing people, seemed like our 
forest is where our cuts are coming. Now they say that the adjudica- 
tion is coming, so maybe we are just not up to where they are going 
to give that to us yet. But on the forest we are confronted now with 
a cut of 40 percent. There will be a 13, 11 percent of that in time, 
the rest is in number. We feel that this appeal, we have appealed 
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twice through the forest and they come back each time with the same 

story that they have reviewed our situation, it doesn’t seem that they 

ee come up with any new answers no matter what we offer in range 
elping. 

go we feel that this is part of our business, that this is our liveli- 
hood and it is also a part of the economy of Idaho, seeing as our stock 
industry is the main industry in Idaho; we feel it is part of the 
economy of Idaho. 

Now, we have, as an association in the Pocatello area, we have gotten 
together and we have written a summary. We have written some 
recommendations and suggestions that we would like to read here, and 
I would like to at this time introduce Leigh Gittins, a member of the 
board of the Pocatello Cattlemen’s Association, that will read that 
summary. I think any other suggestions Leigh might make; he knows 
quite a few. 

Senator Moss. We would be glad to hear from him. Mr. Gittins. 


STATEMENT OF LEIGH GITTINS, REPRESENTING THE POCATELLO 
CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Girtrns. Senator Moss, Mr. Carver, ladies, and gentlemen, it 
is a privilege to be here. In this day of entrenched bureaucracy, it is 
certainly a pleasure to find ears who are open and willing to listen. 
And I want personally—I feel deeply—to thank Senator Moss and 
the subcommittee for coming here. 

By the way, I am Mr. Gittins, from McCammon, Idaho. This is a 
suggestion report from our Pocatello Cattlemen’s Association. 

We suggest intensive investigation into the need of any and all al- 
lotment cuts, especially upon those allotments where assurances have 
been given over a period of years that the range was in excellent con- 
dition and no cuts were contemplated, such as on our own Pocatello 
allotment, to wit: 

(a) Assurances were given us at the time of our last cut that no 
further cuts would be necessary because range surveys based upon 
ultramodern methods proved that we had sufficient range for the per- 
mitted cattle. 

(6) In 1948 the Forest officials actually permitted about 300 outside 
cattle to come in on our range because of the extra feed available and 
the excellent condition of the range. 

(c) Small restoration of long-term holdover rights or privileges 
have been made, indicating excellent range conditions. 

(d) As recently as about 2 years before the proposed cut was an- 
nounced, an affidavit proves that Forest officials did reassure cattle 
permittees of the excellence of our range and that no cause existed for 
worry about any cut in permitted stock. 

(e) We call attention also to the fact that wildlife in the number 
of elk has dropped. Through no fault of the cattlemen and certainly 
not at our request, for we are sportsmen, too, elk numbers have 
dropped, we understand, from about 1,200 head to about 100 or 150 
head. One could expect this condition to help range vegetation. 

In view of the widespread proposed cuts on Forest and BLM lands, 
we suggest investigation into the possibility of pressure group activity 
to take over these lands for other purposes. 
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In view of various methods of making range surveys, we ask inves- 
tigation into these methods to determine whether they are scientifically 
sound, based upon commonsense, and fair to both range management 
and the permittee and acceptable to both. 

We suggest and ask that the Forest Service adopt an affirmative 
attitude toward range conditions. It seems to many of us that their 
attitude as of today is to remedy all range ailments or imagined ail- 
ments by cutting either in time, numbers, or both. We feel the Forest 
and BLM has an obligation to improve ranges. We, as an association 
and as individual cattlemen, have repeatedly shown our good inten- 
tions along this line by doing what we could to improve range condi- 
tions by donating our time and work. 

The Forest officials tell usthey have no money for this purpose unless 
Congress appropriates the money. We suggest that Congress put 
together a formula whereby an appropriate portion of our grazing fees 
can be used yearly for range ees Only negligible main- 
tenance items, for example, have been sanctioned on our forest allot- 
ment in the last 20 years. We ask Congress to expressly itemize a 
fair portion for this purpose so that ranges may be kept up and 
improved. We need range management that is progressive, intelli- 
gent and modern, dedicated to improvement, not to the time-worn song 
of cut stock numbers, cut stock numbers, cut stock numbers. Cer- 
tainly conscientious and devoted Forest 2nd BLM officials are entitled 
to rewards for building up ranges rather than sitting in an office 
and making “Cut the Stockman” the solution to all their troubles. 

If, in the light of these suggestions and their results, it is found 
that temporary relief must be given certain portions of the range, 
we feel that most stockmen will cooperate, providing a definite time . 
limit for that temporary holdover is set up in formal agreement ahead 
of time. Intelligent range improvement should make it unnecessary 
for permanent cuts or long-term holdovers. A resulting sound, reli- 
able permit could then possibly justify a matching process for range 
improvements between permittees and the Forest and BLM. A sound 
permit would then mean something to both the banker and the rancher. 
Thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Gittins; an excellent statement. 

Mr. Taytor. We will now ask Ross Gibson to speak. He is the 
secretary of the Pocatello Cattlemen’s Association. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Gibson. 


STATEMENT OF ROSS GIBSON, SECRETARY, POCATELLO 
CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Gisson. Senator Moss, Mr. Carver, ladies and gentlemen, I am 
just in the same boat as a lot of these other fellows, running about 150 
or 200 head of cattle. I have been in the business for 25 years along 
with my father-in-law, from whom I acquired the big majority of what 
property I hold. ’ 

I want to say today that I have no objections to anybody being 
subsidized, nor condemning them, but I stand here as one man, and 
just one out of many maybe, who has never been subsidized by a Gov- 
ernment penny. No Government official, no Government bureau has 
ever paid me a red cent to stay in business. And I am more concerned 
about my condition of what I am going to be cut, of 45 percent, about 
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what my son when he gets it from me is going todo. At the rate it’s 
going, he’ll have nothing left. And he will be controlled completely by 
democracy. 

There are other things worse than going broke. There are things 
by bureaucracy encroachment on human freedom to the extent that 
it can become a condition where we will be in the same place as the 
European countries are, and that is one of the big worries that keeps 
digging in my mind, to keep government control out of individual busi- 
ness, and I think every man here who is in the stock business knows, 
and the people who are paying these taxes for subsidies know, that 
the stockman has been reaching in nobody’s pocket and has cured his 
own troubles by his own individualistic efforts. 

I don’t know as I have any more to say, but I do know that these 
people, and I feel they are justified in standing up and acting as an 
individual and being a little independent instead of being subsidized 
by Government. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Gibson. 

Mr. Tayzor. We would now like to hear from Lloyd Brower. He 
is also a member of the Pocatello Cattlemen’s Board. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Brower. 


STATEMENT OF LLOYD BROWER 


Mr. Brower. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, it is always a 
pleasure for me to get around to where there are as many stockmen as 
there are here today. It doesn’t make any difference to me whether it 
is at a rodeo or cow camp out in the mountains, it’s a great pleasure 
to me. 

I’ve just got a little ax to grind and it isn’t going to take me long 
to do it, but here a few years ago—I’m a comparatively small operator. 
By the way, I’m J. L. Brower, from Arbon Valley. I run cattle on 
my own deeded range and have for a good many years. And it was a 
satisfactory proposition, but I was right in between farmers and sheep- 
men that were adjacent to the national forest. It created a small range 
war, what we called a small range war. 

So the Taylor grazing, cattle association, the national forest and 
the sheepmen met right up on our range and I seemed to be the fly in 
the ointment. I was kind of in the way, so they wanted to get cid of 
me because of trespassing the cattle on my land and the sheep on my 
land and vice versa, me on them. So the one sheepman, he agreed 
to get rid of me one way or another, buy me out or get rid of me. 
They didn’t want me up there. So I went to the forest and asked 
the fellows what the chances were to have a good, solid foundation to 
be able to stay in the cattle business. That was part of my business. 
: — they said, “Mr. Brower, it looks as though it’s as good as deeded 

and. 

It made me feel pretty good, so I went ahead and made the change 
with the sheepman, which got me out of his hair and got me into the 
forest, which I was proud to do. I don’t run a big herd but I run 
a good herd. When my cattle come off from the range this year they 
came off in good shape. I really don’t think that we are justified in 
taking this 40 percent cut at all. I think that the Pocatello Forest is 
one of the finest ranges in-southeast Idaho. I have been told by many 
men. 
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My farm lies across the forest from our city where we do our busi- 
ness and I have rode across that forest with many poems who have 
complimented our range and said what a wonderful range we had, 
and every fall since I’ve run on that forest our cattle have come off in 
excellent shape. 

I believe that’s a clear enough picture that you fellows can get 
what I mean, and I certainly thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Brower. 

Mr. Taytor. We would now like to hear from Noah Myers. He 
isa member of the Pocatello Cattlemen’s Association. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Myers. 


STATEMENT OF NOAH MYERS 


Mr. Myers. Senator Moss and Mr. Carver, I am glad to be able to 
speak to you fellows on this occasion. I am just a small permittee. I 
bought a ranch, the old Gibbons ranch down to Arimo, on the strength 
of the permit on the forest. And they say we’ve got too many cattle 
there, but mine come off in better shape this year than they have 
ever come off, and it’s been a dry year, too. Thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Myers. 

Mr. Taytor. We will hear from Hulme Dunford, a member of the 
board of the Pocatello Cattlemen’s Association. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Dunford. 


STATEMENT OF HULME DUNFORD 


Mr. Dunrorp. Hon. Senator Moss and friends and neighbors in 
the cattle business, I am new in this Pocatello area. I ran cattle on 
the Cache National Forest for several years before moving over to 
the Caribou Forest. 

I would like to ask the board this one question: Why is it that 
it seems that 40 percent is the number or the percentage that they are 
cutting ? 

I ran a small operation on the Cache Forest, and for 15 years I 
rode as a rider, or a range rider for this district along with riding my, 
or running my own ranch. In that time I noticed a little change in 
our range on the Cache Forest. Of course I agree that the way the 
range surveys are run, I also have had experience in range manage- 
ment in college and am acquainted a little bit with the way the range 
surveys are operated, and the idea behind them, and I think probably, 
as far as I can see, the reason for this 40 percent cut, or 35 percent, 
which seems to be prevalent and universal, is the fact that these range 
surveys are run in the same areas. 

Now, we are all acquainted, as cattlemen, of where a cow will eat. 
She will drink and then she will eat, and a lot of these ranges are 
gone over by our livestock and we know that available feed is first 
taken. On one range tour with our regional forester, I asked the 
question, “Wouldn’t it be all right if we selected stock that grazed at 
higher elevations?” A few years ago I asked this same question to 
one of our foresters. He said, “Yes, that would be fine. Why don’t 
you select the cows that graze the higher ranges and on the peaks?” 
When I asked the regional forester this, he said, “No. Those are the 
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ones you have to cull. The ranges that are suitable for grazing lay 
along the canyon bottoms.” 

I would like to ask this question now: If we are concerned about 
watershed improvement and conservation of our watershed, who is 
more concerned than the rancher who has to provide the hay that is 
grown by the water that runs from the mountains? 

I might state also that when we moved into the Pocatello area, I 
probably had an idea that we were going to get a cut; therefore we 
went into the regional forester’s office and asked, and, of course, we 
were assured that we were buying a permit that was going to be cut. 
So we went in with our eyes open. However, after riding 1 year 
on this range, on this new range, I saw more feed on this range than 
I had in probably 15 years, percentagewise, on the Caribou Forest 
that I had been running on, yet the same percentage of cut is recom- 
mended for both ranges. 

Now, we all know that the dry years, the rainfall and so forth varies 
our feeding conditions, but I. would like to ask the Board this ques- 
tion: Why not investigate the universal proposals of these cuts? Why 
should one forest with range conditions entirely different from an- 
other take approximately the same percentage of cut? Thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Dunford. 

Mr. Tayvor. Our concluding speaker will be Calvin Munn. Calvin 
has rode this—he is our range rider; he is also a permittee of the 
Pocatello Cattle Association and he’s rode this for, I guess, 50 some 
years. How many years, Cal? 


STATEMENT OF CALVIN MUNN 


Mr. Munn. Ever since I was 14 years old. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Munn, go right ahead. 

Mr. Munn. Mr. Senator and everybody else, I have very little to 
say because my subject has been gone into over and over again here, 
and that was the subject of the surveys they made, and being a rider, 
I observed the methods and the ones that have made the surveys and 
I think they have been inadequate. I would like to thank you all. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Munn. 

Mr. Taytor. Mr. Carver, this concludes our program. I think I 
would like to ask, there should have been some people from Paris or 
Malad or Grace. If there would be any people here in the audience 
from any of those places, who would like to talk to us, I wish they 
would come up. 

Thanks kindly. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Taylor. This then will complete the 
list of witnesses from the two areas, the Salmon area and the south- 
east area. We will now recess for luncheon and we will reconvene 
at 1:30 to proceed with the rest of the hearing. We will all be back 
here at 1:30. 

yee the hearing recessed at 12:05 p.m., reconvening at 1:25 
p.m. 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Moss. Ladies-and gentlemen, we may be 3 or 4 minutes 
ahead of time, but I am sure that you are as interested as we are in 
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concluding the hearing in time for many of you who have to travel 
long distances to get on your way. 

We will begin this afternoon’s session with Mr. John H. Brecken- 
ridge, of Twin Falls. He is a past president of the Wool Growers 
Association, and Mr. Breckenridge will make his statement and then 
will introduce certain other witnesses that we will call on. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN H. BRECKENRIDGE, REPRESENTING THE 
IDAHO WOOL GROWERS ASSOCIATION AND A GROUP OF STOCK- 
MEN 


Mr. Breckenripce. Senator Moss, Mr. Carver, for Senator Church, 
my name is John Breckenridge; my address is Route 3, Twin Falls, 
Tdalie. I operate a relatively small sheep outfit in central Idaho, 
have for the past 20 years. We have been and are currently operating 
approximately 2,000 head, which for this area is about the smallest 
that there can be in an economic unit. 

I would like to ask, Senator, if I may act in a dual purpose today. 
I would like to, on behalf of the Idaho Wool Growers Association, and 
in the interest of economizing time, simply reiterate and emphasize 
the statement that Mr. Schodde made at the opening session this 
morning concerning the position of the Idaho Cattlemen’s Associa- 
tion, regarding the situation on the public lands. I think that state- 
ment is an excellent one; it is in the record, and, as I say, for the Idaho 
Wool Growers Association, I wish to reiterate it and emphasize it. 

Senator Moss. All right, you may, Mr. Breckenridge. 

Mr. Breckenripce. Speaking for the group of sheepmen who for 
the most part represented here are in central Idaho, although we have 
some from eastern Idaho and some from western Idaho, I would like 
to say parenthetically and generally that we have no quarrel with any 
person or any group who is interested in true conservation. We feel 
that conservation, true conservation, can be defined very simply as 
the utilization of the maximum sustained yield on the resource. 

I think that most of the administering agencies of the public lands 
would agree to that statement, and I am sure that those of us who 
use the public lands in a grazing capacity would also agree to it. 

I would like to say regarding the Forest Service that we also be- 
lieve in the multiple-use principle which the Forest Service has 
espoused for a number of years. I would also say, in a semifacetious 
tone, that we would hope that some of the uses might not be forgotten. 
It appears to us sometimes that multiplicity of use is mostly words, 
but I am sure that that is not the basic concept of the Forest Service. 
Possibly it is a selfish interest on our part that makes us feel that way 
occasionally. However, we do feel very strongly that in the past pos- 
sibly 5 to 6 years there has been a change in policy somewhere along 
the line within the Forest Service which has made the amount of use 
on the public range a question in the minds of the Service. They 
are using the same methods, essentially, for measuring the amount of 
forage on the range that they have used for the past several years. 
Possibly some of them have been refined a bit, but generally speaking 
they are the same. 

he application of, and interpretation of the specifications for a 
usable range, however, seem to have changed considerably. And hav- 
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ing operated on the forest, not as long as many people have, but for 
20 years, I think I would recognize a change if it came about. It ap- 
pears to many of us that the so-called cover which must remain on a 
range for it to be in good condition, the qualification for a good cover 
is one which would exist on, under ideal conditions on ideal slopes in 
ideal weather conditions, and possibly in the ideal operator’s mind, 
and the ideal ranger’s mind. It is pretty hard to get all of these ideals 
all together at one time. 

We feel very strongly that the specifications for a good range are, as 
I say, based on ideal conditions and not possible of attainment on many 
of the lands that are administered by the Forest: Service. 

It is, I think, probable, although none of us were here 100 years ago, 
that the ideal conditions did not exist before livestock used these 
ranges, either domestic stock or wild game in the numbers that we 
know them in certain areas today. For that reason we feel that there 
is a lot of theory that is being applied under conditions which cannot 
exist because ideal conditions.don’t exist all over the country at any 
one time. 

It is our opinion, our considered opinion, that the Forest Service 
has not, in examining the ranges, admitted as proper evidence the 
opinions of experienced and impartial range examiners who have, too, 
looked over many of the areas which happen to be in question at the 
present time. I won’t go so far as tosay that the Forest Service people 
have said they had a corner on the brains when it came to range exam- 
nation, but at least they don’t credit very highly the brains of some of 
the rest of us and some independent examiners who have been also using 
the range for some time. 

Again, after the range has been examined, a determination of carry- 
ing capacity made, if there is a difference in opinion between the user 
and the Forest Service, as you heard this morning testified many times, 
the system of appeals for the decision is at best cumbersome and im- 
practical, and for the pocketbook of many of us, entirely unrealistic. 
We would hope, again as Mr. Schodde stated this morning, that the 
Congress would see fit to give us the benefit of the Federal courts when 
all other means of bringing our thinking together have been exhausted. 

Actually, one might wonder why should we be concerned with what 
are relatively speaking a few number of sheepmen and a few number 
of cattlemen when we have an overall resource at stake. I think that 
would be a good question and one which deserves a good answer, and I 
think there is a good answer for it. To begin with, as I stated at the 
outset, I think we are all in agreement: that the range and the resource 
must be conserved so that we can pass it on to those who come after 
us in whatever capacity they wish to use it, but pass it on in a state 
of production at least as good and preferably better than when we got 
it. But I think it would be well to take just a moment to review briefly 
the other interests that are involved in the use of this range. They 
come in indirectly. 

To begin with, those of us who use the public lands have been 
required by regulation and in some instances by law to acquire cer- 
tain commensurate properties on which to keep our livestock for X 
number of months out of the year. This has been done with no 
inconsiderable expense in investment. If these ranges are not to 
be used, our total economic picture, so far as an individual operator, 





GRAZING ON PUBLIC DOMAIN LANDS 49 


is badly damaged because it takes out a part of the year of feed for 
our livestock upon which our whole operation has been built. I 
would ask, sir, permission to insert into the record later some figures 
concerning the investment per head in the State of Idaho that are 
being drawn up at this time, figures which will show the investment 
per head that each—that the average livestock operator has had to 
make in order to be commensurate to use the public lands. These 
figures are not available at the moment, but when they available they 
will, I assure you, be accurate. That is the reason they are not avail- 
able. We haven’t had time to look them over enough yet. 

Senator Moss. You may supply them and they will be included in 
the record. 

(The following communication was subsequently received and was 
printed at this point in the record :) 


TWIN FALLS, IDAHO, February 11, 1960. 
Senator Frank CHURCH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR CHURCH: After the hearing of the Subcommitte on Public Lands 
held in Twin Falls, I asked for permission to submit for the record the state- 
ment concerning the number of dollars per head which a livestock operator had 
to invest in base property in order to qualify for a grazing privilege on either 
the public domain or the national forests. 

I am enclosing a copy of these figures which have just been completed. They 
are based on what I believe to be conservative values. As an example, you will 
note that the value of farm land owned varies from $100 to $500 per acre. One 
of the operators owning the land valued at $500 per acre just sold a part of 
this farm for $1,300 per acre. I mentioned this only to show as an example 
that the land is not listed at inflated values. You will note that the average 
investment per head of sheep is practically $40. I should clarify here that all 
other livestock listed have been reduced to sheep numbers on the accepted ratio 
of five sheep to one cow. 

As an added bit of interest, the value of the equipment owned by these opera- 
tors we figured out to be $4.35 per head. This, of course, has nothing to do with 
the base property value, but I felt might be of interest to you. May I impose 
upon you to request that you see that this is filed with your subcommittee 
hearing. 

Sincerely, 
J. H. BRECKENRIDGE. 


45 livestock outfits in southern Idaho from Weiser to Dubois and Rexburg 


Acres farmland owned 19, 501 
Acres rangeland owned 336, 608 


356, 109 


Value farmland ($100 to $500 per acre) $3, 462, 370 
Value rangeland (mostly $15) $5, 107, 045 


Total land investment $8, 569, 415 


Number of cattle owned 
Reduced to sheep basis (5 to 1) 
Number of sheep owned 


Total livestock units (sheep) 216, 219 
Average land investment per head $39. 63 


Value equipment owned 
Average equipment owned per head 
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Mr. Breckenrince. Thank you, sir. In this particular section of 
Idaho, the range livestock industry is tied in very closely with the 
highly diversified agriculture that is practiced here in the irrigated 
valleys of what we call Magic Valley. The production of feed grains 
and of alfalfa is a must for any diversified irrigation farm project. 
Many of our farmers here do not raise hay particularly because they 
want to, but because they have to to maintain the fertility of their 
soils. Much of the feed that is grown in the irrigated valleys, not 
only of Magic Valley but all over southern Idaho, is consumed by the 
livestock which is grazed for the balance of the year on the public 
lands, either Bureau of Land Management lands or Forest lands, or 
both. If one were to remove from the market, the hay market, for 
example, the buyers represented .by the range livestock operators, the 
market for feed in southern Idaho would be drastically low and the 
income of farmers generally reduced percentagewise by that amount. 
These farmers indirectly are tied in very closely with the range live- 
stock operators. 

I am sure there will be later in the afternoon testimany concerning 
the percentage of the total State and county income that is supplied 
by both expenditures of the livestock operators and by taxes on the 
livestock operations. These would not be significant figures, in my 
opinion, if we were degrading the range and were denuding them of 
grasses and causing erosion and a all of the things that some 
people many times say we are doing. If that were all true, sooner or 
later the livestock economy and hence the agriculture economy would 
fall because it would not be on a sound base. I am sure that any of 
us recognize that. 

However, I think that independent appraisal would show and 
further research will show that such is not the case. 

I would hesitate to hold up as simon pure myself, or any other live- 
stock operator, but I would say to you this, sir, that we in the live- 
stock business depend on grass year after year after year if we are 
going to stay in business, and if we don’t have the grass we don’t stay 
in business. We, therefore, have to be conservationists, even if we 
didn’t want to, which is not the case. Wedo want to. 

Bringing more specifically a point for the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, some general statements, we have had similar experiences in cuts 
and reductions in numbers and in time such as were, to which were 
testified this morning, I think again in the interest of economy and 
time I will not go into any detail in that regard. 

I would like to add one further statement, however, concerning the 
public lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management in our 
particular area, and I am sure this is true for many other areas. There 
have been large blocks of land removed from use so far as grazing is 
concerned for very good reasons and for other uses. One of the largest 
blocks of land probably is the Atomic Energy Commission installa- 
tions up in, or near Arco, Idaho. There are numerous bombing ranges 
in southern Idaho on the public lands which, of course. have been 
withdrawn from use during certain seasons of the year. Further 
development of more intensified agriculture has been another cause 
for many of the lands being withdrawn. Subsurface water has been 
developed and large volumes, large acreages of land have heen with- 
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drawn for farming purposes, all of which has tended to crowd the 
livestock grazing into a smaller area, naturally. 

We think that we see in the attitude of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement officials during the past 6 months a change, which, if it 
materializes, will be a very welcome one. We think that we see what 
I would like to call a more positive attitude, a more positive course of 
action developing here rather than what I would like to call a negative 
attitude of cut and remove livestock as the only means of so-called 
range conservation. 

We have had proposals from our BLM offices that the Bureau is 
very anxious to rehabilitate many of the grazing lands in the area to 
produce more animal unit months of feed per acre to compensate for 
many of the withdrawals that have been made in the past, so that we 
cannot only maintain the present numbers of livestock which are 
grazing there, but possibly increase the numbers. I might add that 
those words “possibly increase” are my own, not the Bureau of Land 
Management. However, if the change we think we see and hope we 
see developing comes to pass, I am sure that they would later become 
those of the Bureau. It is so refreshing to hear that kind of talk from 
an administering agency and it is one with which we would like to 
cooperate. 

I would like to say, lest the committee get the impression that we, 
as users, want everything from Government and want to give nothing 
from our own resources, that in many areas the growers themselves, 
with their own funds, have developed more A.U.M.’s of feed than the 
Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service combined. In 
other words, we have spent more dollars for range rehabilitation in 
many instances than the administering agencies put together. To us 
it is good business. It is improving our lot. We are able to better care 
for our stock and we feel that if this attitude could carry over into 
what I term the positive attitude for the administering agencies that 
we would be able to cooperate with them much more fully than has 
been the case in the past. 

We are asking at the present time for a stepped-up program for 
range rehabilitation with the Bureau of Land Management. Ac- 
cording to some figures which were furnished me the other day, at 
the present rate of range rehabilitation in our particular area, it 
would take about 60 years to do all of the rehabilitation which may 
be done. Maybe it is going to take 60 years, I don’t know. That 
is a long time. We feel that the Congress being willing, it would 
be more economical to spend larger funds at the present time for 
range rehabilitation, do the work in larger blocks, hence get it done 
cheaper and also bring back into better production more of the 
land and provide a larger grazing capacity for those lands. As I 
say, for the long term it would be cheaper because if you are doing 
a block of 10,000 acres, you can do it cheaper than you can do it for 
1,000 acres and use any ratio there that you care to use. The larger 
the block generally the cheaper the bid on doing the work. 

We would hope, too, sir, that the Forest Service might take a 
leaf from the book that we hope we see appearing in the Bureau of 
Land Management operations now and change from what we con- 





52 GRAZING ON PUBLIC DOMAIN LANDS 


sider to be their negative attitude of approach to a more positive 
attitude of approach. 

Senator Church, in his letter to us after having received permission 
for this hearing, asked us to state what are the possible legislative 
remedies that might help the situation which has been so adequately 
described here this morning. With your permission, sir, I would 
like to generally outline four which we believe would be most helpful. 
They are not necessarily in their order of importance, and I am not 
sure that any one would agree as to which one is the more important; 
suffice it to say they are four things which we feel are very important 
to the situation and could help a lot. 

So far as the Department of Agriculture and the Forest Service is 
concerned, it would be most helpful, I am sure, to the continuation 
and the continuity of grazing on the forest that proper grazing be a 
recognized use of the national forest and so stated by the Congress. 
I am not asking, nor would we ask that any kind of improper use 
would be considered right by: the Congress, but that proper grazing 
be recognized as a right use on the forest. 

Secondly, that the appeals procedure, particularly insofar as the 
Forest Service appeals, be, if possible, simplified and certainly 
strengthened by including in the appeals procedure access to the Fed- 
eral courts in the court of jurisdiction of the dispute. 

Third, I think it would be most important if we could separate the 
management agencies and the research agencies. Many of the methods 
used in determining carrying capacity of ranges may be subject to 
question, are subject to question and I think are properly subject to 
question because the research is being done by the administering agen- 
cies. I think I could very easily make seem untrue many of the state- 
ments that are made by the Forest Service if I had the purse strings 
of the research organization. I, being a producer, could very easily 
change the situation all around and have a lot of criteria that might 
not be right, but I could prove the answer with it. In other words, 
what I am attempting to say, sir, is that it is the opinion of many 
of us that some of the research that has been done in range manage- 
ment has been pointed toward proving an answer rather than finding 
the truth. If the research agency and the management agency were 
segregated, the research agency might be within the Government or 
outside of Government, in the best judgment of the Congress, cer- 
tainly I think that we would get more pure, basic research. 

And fourth, I would like to emphasize again the positive approach, 
that there are many areas in our public lands which can be made to 
produce far over and above what they are producing today. We are 
all doing it on our private lands; we see it; we see some of it being 
done on Federal lands, but to date we have but scratched the surface. 
The sky is the limit in what can be done with a good positive approach 
for more range rehabilitation. We feel that while it would cost, it 
would be economy in the long run; we would be repaid for the range 
rehabilitation in a similar manner, if you please, as reclamation proj- 
ects are repaid over a period of years. 

This, I think, completes the general statement that I have. I wish 
to thank you, sir, for your time, and may I call as the second witness a 
sheep operator from Hagerman, Idaho, Mr. Glen Patterson. 
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Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Breckenridge. Mr. Patterson. 


STATEMENT OF GLEN PATTERSON 


Mr. Parrerson. Thank you, Senator Moss, ladies, and gentlemen. I 
think that I was possibly the first one under fire on the forest, on the 
Sawtooth, or one of the first. And I am just going to give you the 
case history of this one allotment, and I think in 1945 I bought this 
allotment and I talked to the ranger. He says, “It’s rough but it’s 
usable and you can get along with it all right.” So we followed his 
instructions right to the letter and we got along pretty good for 3 or 4 

ears. 

And in 1956, one day I come back from shipping lambs and I had 
a letter there from the forest officials that said I practically had noth- 
ing. And then they started in and the first year they cut, I think it 
was around 30 days and they have just kept cutting ever since up to 
date. They are cut to 30 days, or a thousand animal units, which 
means—that isn’t like a cow unit, that’s an animal day, a thousand 
animal days. Now, this was a small allotment in the first place, and 
it’s just now where I’ve got the notice the other day that it would be 
a thousand animals units this month, which put me out of business on 
that allotment. And which I had to turn and buy a new allotment 
to stay in business. 

That is all IT have. Thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Patterson. 

Mr. Brecxenripce. Mr. Chairman, may I ask Rex Jensen of Melba, 
Idaho, if he would make a statement ? 

Senator Moss. Mr. Jensen. 


STATEMENT OF REX §. JENSEN 


Mr. Jensen. Senator Moss, Mr, Carver, gentlemen, my name is Rex 
Jensen ; I live at Melba, Idaho. My business is livestock. 

In order to further introduce myself, I would like to review 
briefly my observations over the last 50 years. I was handling sheep 
on the public domain before the Forest Service was created. Almost 
continuously since that time I have held and used forest allotments 
for summer range and Taylor grazing lands for winter pasture. I 
worked on the public domain when conservation was unheard of, when 
the strongest man, both physically and financially, took the lion’s 
share and the weak and the small was the low man on the totem pole. 

I saw the devastating results of ruthless exploitation and have since 
watched the rehabilitation of these mountain ranges through the slow 
processes of nature and the cooperation of both the Federal agencies 
and the livestock industries. Through this combined effort of Mother 
Nature and through this combined effort of man and Mother Nature, 
the watersheds have been protected, recreation has been given its 
proper consideration, wildlife has vastly increased, and the annual 
crop of grass has been harvested by livestock to a degree that was com- 
penne with sound management. In a word, the dream of Theodore 

oosevelt of over a half-century has been realized. Natural] resources 
have been used without being abused, and the State of Idaho, together 
with all of the West, has become richer every year by many millions 
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of dollars. This, in general, is the picture that prevailed up until 
about 1940. 

Then, however, a disturbing influence, or disturbing change in for- 
est management began to be evident. The frequent turnover of forest 
personnel, both at the ranger and the supervisor level, created frus- 
trating problems in livestock management. Young and inexperienced 
men, often woefully ignorant of forest range or the livestock business, 
were put in charge of districts covering a quarter of a million acres, 
or more, of mountain range that embraced allotments which sup- 
ported several thousand sheep and cattle. 

Due to his lack of personal knowledge of the area placed under his 
administration, he was unable to judge the carrying capacity of the 
range, or whether or not an allotment was improving or going down- 
hill. Therefore, to be on the safe side, almost without exception, he 
recommended a reduction in livestock numbers or reduced time of 
grazing. 

In recent years these unwarranted cuts have become so ruthless that 
they have almost destroyed the livestock industry dependent on the 
Federal range. The millions of dollars invested in base property by 
sheep and cattle men to support their forest grazing rights have been 
drastically reduced in value with every cut. And, ironically, where 
grazing has been sharply curtailed or completely eliminated, forest 
management has become more costly and more difficult. 

Dense growths of jack pine and underbrush that were once held in 
check by the grazing of sheep and cattle now choke the ranges, and 
the unused vegetation forms thick layers of leaf mold on the forest 
floor. This hotbed of decaying vegetation provides a perfect incubator 
for billions of detrimental insects. These, in turn, invade the growing 
timber with devastating results and create the need for control meas- 
ures that have cost the Federal Government millions of dollars in both 
money and timber resources. And the end is not in sight. We will 
continue to reap this harvest of folly until a wiser and more realistic 
program has been evolved. 

When the white men came to these western ranges, they were cov- 
ered with endless reaches of magnificent timber. The forest floors 
were clean and clear of decaying logs, and from all apparent infor- 
mation there was no evidence of disease. This perfect condition was 
maintained, because Mother Nature made fire her willing servant. 
Lightning fires ran along the forest floor unchecked, through every 
Indian summer, and thus consumed each season’s refuse before accu- 
mulated quantities became a menace. Now, in many forest areas you 
could walk for miles on fallen logs and never touch foot to ground. 

Thus, due to the shortsighted programs of forest management, the 
Service now finds itself with the proverbial bear by the tail. They 
can’t let go, and if fire, humidity, and wind are right, they can’t hold 
on, and every season’s crop of unused grass causes more reason for 
concern. 

Thus the friendly fire that Mother Nature made her willing slave 
has, through man’s own folly, become his ruthless master. Even con- 
trolled burning, if at all effective, is no longer safe. 

The only dependable ally that the Forest Service has is the very 
livestock industry which they seem prone to crucify. Sheep and 
cattle can, if permitted, harvest each season’s vegetation, and to that 
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degree, become a valuable and inexpensive agent in both fire and 
disease control. 

It is my firm conviction, after working with and watching these 
forests through half a century, that the forest policy with respect 
to grazing needs to be completely overhauled. Following are some 
changes that I believe are urgently needed: 

(1) The present formula used in appraising carrying capacity of 
the range is impractical. Allotments should be grazed to a degree 
that is compatible with sound watershed protection. _ 

(2) No forest official should be allowed to pass judgment on the 
condition of an allotment until he has lived on that range at least 
2 years and covered the area on horseback. Aerial inspection and 
aerial photography, which is now being widely employed to deter- 
mine the condition and carrying capacity of an area, is not reliable 
and the decisions which result are, more often than not, unfair and 
unjust, 

(3) No cuts should be approved or put into effect until the allot- 
ment in question has been inspected by a committee which includes at 
least one member of the advisory board. 

(4) Advisory boards should be granted legal status. The right of 
individual appeal be protected by hearing before a local court. 

With respect to the public domain under the administration of the 
Bureau of Land Management, there is no practical substitute for 
private allotments. The carrying capacity of these millions of acres 
would be doubled within a very short span of years if they were al- 
lotted to permittees and if the permittees were protected in improving 
the range. The cost of administration would be greatly reduced be- 
cause each man would know his boundaries and assume responsibility 
for range protection and range rehabilitation. 

own personal experience in dealing with the Forest Service 
points up the need for a change in forest policy. In the early thirties 
I acquired forest permits which embraced about 50,000 acres on the 
headwaters of the Salmon River, an area known as Bear Valley. The 
original permitted numbers on these allotments were 4,800 head of 
ewes and lambs. I was automatically cut on transfer to 4,200, which 
still allowed the operation of two economically feasible winter bands. 
However, I soon learned that this was only temporary. About 1940 
the number was again cut to 3,500, with the recommendation that I 
take 500 nonuse. This left me with one practical winter band and a 
half band that would cost almost as much to operate. At this point 
I was convinced that there would be no end to cuts, so I sold all the 
sheep, disposed of half the range and transferred to cattle. 

In the exchange for what should have been 2,000 head of sheep 
permit, I was granted 50 head of cattle. This ridiculous number was 
increased last year to 75 head only on written agreement that in the 
event the ranger in charge considered it advisable, I would consent 
to taking all the cattle off the allotment at any time during the graz- 
ing season. The ranger in charge is a young and inexperienced man 
insofar as his knowledge of Idaho is concerned. He is a native of 
Minnesota and has been in Idaho only 2 years. My future use of the 
forest and the value of my investments rest on his decision. Thank 
you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Jensen. 
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Mr. Breckxenrioce. I would like to ask Ralph Faulkner, of Gooding, 
to speak. 
n STATEMENT OF RALPH FAULKNER 


Mr. Fautxner. Senator, ladies and gentlemen, I am Ralph Faulk- 
ner from Gooding and my remarks will be pretty much in regard to 
BLM in our areas. 

We have had some pretty drastic cuts for the last few years, but 
we feel that we have pretty much got that by us and we are pretty 
well pleased with the attitude of the BLM at this time. We feel that 
the BLM, or perhaps the Forest Service, too, I don’t know that, is 
handicapped quite badly in regard to the amount of money that is 
being appropriated to Idaho, especially in the district that we run 
in, and in the last 2 years there have been considerable moneys come 
to Idaho which have been spent in three districts in Idaho, 1, 2, and 5, 
which has helped considerably, but up to that time, we feel that the 
BLM has been quite handicapped in moneys to improve our range. 
And I feel if we could get more money to go into sagebrush spraying 
and reseeding that we wouldn’t have to take any further cuts, but if 
we don’t, I suppose we are faced with more. 

It seems as though considerable land in some of the areas has gone 
out for, well, atomic energy; our missile base that is coming in; our 
underground water that is being developed has taken considerable. 
Our land entries, as well as our desert entries that are going in are 
crowding the stockmen, and I feel if we could get considerable money 
for Idaho in the next few years that it would speed up our program 
and it would help to sustain our cuts. 

At the present time in some of the areas that we run in we have had 
up to a 60 percent cut, and quite a few of them 40. There are some 
now that still stand to take quite a cut, but I don’t believe it will hurt 
us too bad, as most of us have some range rights in other areas. It is 
one small unit in district 5 that is pretty badly overutilized, I be- 
lieve, but we feel if we could get a little more money appropriated for 
reseedings, why, it would help us considerably. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Faulkner. 

—— Brecxenripce. Ask W. S. (Bill) Brailsford, of Hagerman, 
aho. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Brailsford. 


STATEMENT OF BILL BRAILSFORD 


Mr. Brarsrorp. Senator and gentlemen, I am going to talk about. 
the Forest Service on the Challis Forest. They have started a policy 
of taking all of the livestock off of the hills, which to me isn’t very 
reasonable. I’ll give you an example of us. 

We have an allotment for 3,000 sheep; 8 years ago the Forest 
Service told us it would carry 8,000. This year we were notified that 
it wouldn’t carry anything, and how they can arrive at something 
like that in their own bureau, a change in 8 years from 3,000 to nothing 
in an area that embraces, I think, 79,000 acres, I think that they cer- 
tainly are changing their policy. They say that they are not changing 
in grazing, but they certainly are. I don’t personally believe that their 
yardstick is right that they are measuring this range, the way they 
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are doing it. They are not taking into consideration just what it 
will produce. 

T also think they have a lot of room for improvement on range man- 
agement. They change rangers, they have different ideas, want you 
to do it a different way, and then if it doesn’t work, it’s the producer’s 
fault. I certainly think that they should get a policy that would 
stabilize this business and get more range, and then they take it away 
from us. Thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Brailsford. 

Mr. Brecxenriver. Mr. Chairman, I will call Dan Cavanaugh, of 
Twin Falls. 

STATEMENT OF DAN J. CAVANAUGH 


Mr. Cavanauau. Senator Moss, members of the committee, I am 
going to tell you some of my experiences in the Forest Service. 

I ama general contractor. When the blow came in 1933 I thought it 
might be a good time to get some lambs and some wool maybe to swap 
for groceries and chewing tobacco. I bought out three outfits that 
were in the process of liquidation, and on the Forest Service the «llot- 
ment there covered about 16,500 sheep months. The policy of the 
Forest Service at that time was to cut 10 percent on change of o-vner- 
ship, so I was reduced in 1933 to a 10 percent cut, reduced me to about 
14,500. Then in 1936 when the 10-year allotments were again to be 
sent out and they changed the basis then and cut out another 10 
percent for what was called protection, range protection. That 
brought me down to about, I guess that was about 14,500. 

Then that went along. Of course, at the same time they changed 
me on time from May 15 to June 1 in the spring months and «ut off 
from October 31 to October 10, about 3 weeks, in the fall, and about 
a month in the spring. Then in 1946 when the next one comes along, 
I was reduced to 8,000 sheep months. That was the basis from starting 
out about 16,500 to 8,000. That is about a 50 percent cut at that time, 
and I have been operating on that basis since. 

I think it is entirely arbitrary. I don’t know on what basis they 
did it. Surely at the beginning of the allotment there it covered 
16,500 and then to be reduced to 8,000 was really a hardship. I had to 
go out and buy other property in order to have enough range to support 
the sheep. I run 5,000 breeding ewes; and that has been my experience 
with the Forest Service. 

Now, as far as the BLM is concerned, that has been covered pretty 
well. The only thing I would like to say about that is that I was 
allowed private allotments on reseeding projects and on the 50 percent 
cooperation basis. I put in $10,000 on that, but what I was disturbed 
about is that these reseeding areas are subject to agricultural home- 
steads. That is, these desert homesteads, and they have a priority, 
and I presume maybe the Senator, I don’t know whether mining or 
other interest come in there, but after you put in that much money 
without any title, and the BLM does reserve the right to put in desert 
homesteads, the only thing they say is, “Well, they will have to re- 
imburse you for what improvements you put in there on these re- 
seeding projects.” But that doesn’t answer the problem. You have 
to have someplace to go then, so I think that is a very serious thing 
with these reseeding projects when you have no interest, no title 
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interest at all in the improvement of that size. I think that’s all T 
havetosay. Thank you very much. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Cavanaugh. 

Mr. Breckenriner. Call Ray Lincoln, of Twin Falls. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Lincoln. 


STATEMENT OF RAY LINCOLN 


Mr. Lincotn. Senator Moss, members of the committee, ladies and 
gentlemen, my name is Ray Lincoln from Twin Falls, Idaho. I have 
a permit to range 1,800 sheep on the Sawtooth South Forest Reserve 
for 544 months. During the past 15 years this permit has been re- 
duced about 62 percent. The principal reasons given for this were: 

1. Withdrawal of land for and conflict with recreational uses; 

2. Increase of deer population; 

3. Policy of Forest Service to allow grazing of an area one time 
over each year. 

I did not appeal any of the reductions because in the case of recre- 
ational conflict I realize that recreation has the priority. I did not 
appeal the reduction brought about by the increase in the deer popula- 
tion because the efforts made by both the Forest Service and the State 
game commission resulted in a more reasonable number of deer. In 
the third case I did not appeal the reduction because I have no confi- 
dence in the appeal procedure of the Forest Service. In this proce- 
dure every hearings officer from the ranger to the very top is a Forest 
Service official. In my opinion, this makes an impartial decision 
impossible. 

All these reductions are water under the bridge, so to speak. How- 
ever, the Forest Service has informed the Wool Growers Association 
that it is taking a new look at all grazing permits. Judging from the 
results of the ones that have experienced this new look, I would say 
that it is the same old look with a bigger hatchet. From statements 
made by forest officials, it is my understanding that in nearly every 
case where this new look was taken, the permittee suffered a substan- 
tial reduction. 

In my own case, I have been reduced to one band of sheep. Any 
further cut would definitely put me out of the range-sheep business 
because one cannot reduce below one band. 

I believe a possible remedy for these drastic reductions and new 
looks would be for Congress to divorce the research from the admin- 
istration of both the Bureau of Land Management and the Forest 
Service. 

Too often an administrative agency makes a decision and patterns 
their research to back it up. If an impartial and separate agency 
handled the research this would not be the case. 

In conclusion, let me point out that the protection of the watershed 
is not only the prime concern of the Forest Service, it. is our main 
concern also. All we ask is that the Forest Service have enough 
research to be sure of their decisions before they put us off the range 
in the name of watershed protection. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Lincoln. 

Mr. Breckenripce. Sandy Laidlaw, Rupert, Idaho. 
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STATEMENT OF JAMES A. LAIDLAW 


Mr. Larpiaw. Senator Moss, gentlemen, first, I want to congratulate 
Mr. Gibson on his stand on subsidies. Asa cattleman I can agree with 
him and be on the safe side. As a sheepman I cannot agree with him 
because I am guilty of taking a subsidy on the damn wool. 

Mr. Patterson started going back to around 1946 on the cuts. I 
can go back further than that. This first one that I can remember 
of was back under President Roosevelt; I mean the second Mr. Roose- 
velt. Teddy Roosevelt founded the Forest Service; Franklin D. 
Roosevelt came along and socialized the Forest Service. In 1933 and 
1934 the Forest Service started making cuts for no reason other than 
socialism. There were too many big operators. His idea was to create 
more small operators and still run the same number of sheep. 

Now, to get down to my prepared speech. I am a second generation 
sheepman, which today forms the majority of what is known as range 
outfits, which are dependent upon both the Forest Service and the 
Bureau of Land Management in order to survive. I operate in Blaine 
County about 8 months, in Minidoka County 4 months, and also pay 
taxes in three other counties upon the sheep that form the basis of 
my livelihood, and a considerable proportion of the economy of Idaho. 
It was recently published in the Blaine and Twin Falls County news- 
papers that sheep form 45 percent of the economy of Blaine County. 

The Forest Service and the BLM have maintained a policy that 
sounds excellent in print of multiple use. The conservation and im- 
provement of basic resources pertaining to recreation, mining, tim- 
ber, grazing, water resources, and wildlife. These items vary in im- 
portance from year to year and administration to administration, both 
on a national and local basis, and personalities. 

For over 50 years the one objective of the Forest Service has been 
to improve grazing without penalizing any other multiple use. In 
order to accomplish this the principal tool has been cuts in grazing 
numbers, or AUM’s, or animal units of feed months. 

The Forest Service has buried the generation that saw the organi- 
zation of a small bureaucracy and a large industry that utilized the 
submarginal lands of the West that would not support a taxpaying 
economy otherwise. This second and third generation has seen a 
tremendously growing bureaucracy with specially trained personnel 
in six fields of specialization gradually decrease the carrying capacity, 
according to their experts, to a fraction of the carrying capacity that 
existed when this costly Forest Service was created—and I do mean 
bureaucracy, not bureau. 

I have personally seen my father’s outfit of about 20,000 sheep 
diminish to two small outfits that total about 7,000 sheep. This re- 
duction in sheep numbers was forced principally by the grazing 
policy of the Forest Service and the BLM. The base unit or com- 
mensurate property for this original 20,000 sheep has to pay increased 
taxes and other inflationary costs with only 7,000 sheep to carry the 
increasing loan. Laidlaw and the Government agencies have done an 
excellent job of conservation, as any layman can see. 

The sheep business, nonfarm flocks, is a sick and dying industry 
that still is a major factor in the economy of the 11 Western States. 
If this industry has to die because of changing conditions and better 
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utilization by other industries, this is fine and one of the casualties of 
progress. But why create costly agencies supposedly for help that 
have grown to be the chief factors today for the sick condition of the 
grazing industries, 

The long-term practice of taking individual allotments in scattered 
localities and making drastic cuts in AUM’s has paid off in conserva- 
tion in that the victims are isolated and cannot get organized support 
from his fellow livestock man in the next county or even State. The 
Laidlaw outfit has been decimated years ago and forgotten by the 
bureaus and fellow livestock men. This last season hea seen two 
large, by present-day standards, widely separated outfits finally get 
their turn on the stand. The outfits that have already been under 
the ax have practically given up hope. The outfits that have not had 
their day of analysis hope for something, a miracle, I suppose, to stay 
their time on the block. 

The only time that the Forest Service and the BLM seem to believe 
in the livestock industry is when someone or small group comes up 
with an idea to create another beneficial and competitive bureau such 
as the wilderness bill, and more recently the Stanley Basin National 
Park dream. 

Apparently the Forest Service has failed to utilize the resources of 
the Riatlen Basin area in a satisfactory manner in that it is proposed 
to push them out of an area of influence and power for a better 
specialized and probably more costly administrator that the general 
public will have more esteem for. 

I definitely oppose creation of new bureaus for the express purpos* 
of creating special privileges for a one-purpose minority group such 
as the above-mentioned proposed bills. Mr. Average John Doe has 
more government now than he can afford in time or taxes. 

Now for something constructive. Why not try to find out why a 
fine program that is the basis for the Forest Service and the BLM 
breaks down in the final application of the principles to reseeding and 
cutting AUM’s, fencing and cutting AUM?’s water facility construc- 
tion and cutting AUM’s, road construction and cutting AUM’s, out- 
door toilet construction and cutting AUM’s, automatic cuts in AUM’s 
upon transfer of property due to either death or otherwise, and 
lastly, why no other solution to the grazing problem but cutting 
AUM’s, whatever the purported reason ? 

I like to be able to boast to my banker or otherwise that I have 
increased my productivity to justify my re of time and 
effort, plus that ever elusive dollar, which someone has to earn to 
support our socialistic growth. 

Thank you, Senator, and fellow victims. 

Mr. Breckenrince. Like to call Leonard Winkle, Filer, Idaho. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Winkle. 


STATEMENT OF LEONARD WINKLE 


Mr. Winxte. Senator Moss, Mr. Carver and committee. members, 
the 2ist of this month I received an airmail letter from Senator 
Church requesting me to attend this meeting and participate in it 
Now, Mr. Senator, if you would allow me, I would like to quote from 
the letter that I- wrote to Senator Church. Would that be all right? 
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Senator Moss. You may do that, Mr. Winkle. 

Mr. Winkie. Mr. Mel Clarr, the secretary of the Idaho Wool 
Growers Association, called me a few days ago and asked me to attend 
this meeting and not only to participate in behalf of the rangemen, 
but also of the purebred breeders, which we have quite a number 
throughout the State. 

Now, I would like to just stop, pause for a minute there, Mr. Sena- 
tor, and state that the rangemen use about 20 to 25 rams for each 
thousand ewes, so you see, we have, they have to have, we have to 
grow a lot of rams throughout the State in order for them to have 
sufficient rams. It seems to me that the men doing this investiga- 
tion are not looking quite far enough afield. As to the purebred 
breeders, which I am one of them, the largest part of our rams are 
purchased by the rangemen, so therefore, whatever cut they are, the 
purebred breeder would likewise be cut. 

As to the farmer, he also enters into this picture. He is depend- 
ing on the rangemen to buy his hay and grain and particularly oats, 
barley. For instance, let’s say that Mr. X Farmer produces 20 acres 
of hay, 20 acres of oats, in an overall of 40 acres that he sells to the 
rangemen and the rangeman is cut 25 percent. Well, he in turn has 
to cut 25 percent. Well, gentlemen, what is he going to do with this 
10 acres? If he lives in a bean-producing area, he could plant the 
beans, therefore adding surplus to surplus. Or, if he doesn’t live in a 
bean-producing area, he could plant to barley, another Government- 
controlled crop. Therefore, in all probability, it might cause a sur- 
plus there due to the cut of sheep and cattle in number. 

Getting back to the range, I feel that the rangemen are more con- 
cerned about their range than the Government men. As you know, 
he cannot—excuse me. As you know, when he goes to market with 
his lambs, they have to be fat lambs or he isn’t going to make any 
money. Therefore, he cannot produce fat lambs on an overgrazed 
range. 

in the past the rangemen had no alternative. Today they have. 
One, if their range is poor due to weather conditions, they can wean 
their lambs, keep the lambs in the feed lot, feed them on concentrated 
grains, hay and beet pulp, and send their ewes to the market. Or, 
No. 2, he can haul the concentrate to the range to supplement his range 
with very good results and not too much of a cost. 

Gentlemen, I would like this entered into the record. I feel that 
the rangemen possibly don’t realize the part they are playing all along 
the line, that they are playing because I think our whole State economy, 
both national and particularly here in the West, hinges a great. deal 
on the rangemen and the cattlemen, because the cattlemen would fit 
in all the way down the line, purebred breeders and rangemen. I thank 

ou. 
| Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Winkle; it will be included. 

(The letter referred to by the witness follows :) 

Fiter, Ipano, January 25, 1960. 
Hon. FRANK CHURCH, 


U. 8. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR CHuRCcH: Your letter of January 21 is received. Thank you for 
writing to me and asking me to participate in the meeting of the 29th. I had 
planned to attend as Mr. Mel Clarr, secretary of the Idaho Wool Growers, called 
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me last week asking me to attend in behalf of not only the rangemen, but also 
all of the purebred breeders throughout the State. 

It seems to me that the men doing the investigating are not looking far enough 
afield. As to the purebred breeders, of which I am one, the largest part of our 
rams are purchased by the rangemen, so whatever percent he, or they, are cut 
would likewise cut the purebred breeder. 

Also, the farmer enters into the picture, as he is dependent on the rangemen 
to buy his hay and grain; thus he is likewise cut. For instance, say that Mr. X. 
Farmer grows 20 acres of hay, 20 acres of oats, then the range man is cut 25 
percent, he will also have to cut his acreage 25 percent, or 10 acres in all. What 
is he going to put that 10 acres into? If he lives in a bean producing area he 
could put it into beans, adding more to our already surplus, or to barley, which 
is another Government-supported crop. This in all probability would cause a 
surplus, as our sheep and cattle would be smaller in number as a result of the 
range cut. 

The grain dealer and the concentrate producer’s sales would be cut accordingly. 
Also, labor enters into the picture. All the way down the line each would be 
affected, as all of the above-mentioned would require less help, which would add 
to our already unemployed number. 

Getting back to the range, I feel that the rangemen are more concerned about 
their range than the Government men. As you know he has to have his lambs 
fat when he goes to market or he isn’t going to make any money. He cannot 
produce fat lambs on an overgrazed range. 

In the past years rangemen had no alternative. Today they have. One: If 
their range is poor due to weather conditions they can wean the lambs, keep 
them in the feed lot feeding them hay and grain and dry beet pulp concentrates, 
and send the ewes to the range. This was done last year by some with very good 
results. Two: They can haul the concentrates to the range to supplement the feed 
conditions. A truckload would last several days, at not too great an expense. 

I am looking forward to a visit with you and an opportunity to discuss the 
subject in person; also I would like to discuss the farm program with you. That 
is a long subject, perhaps in the near future we could get together. 

Senator Frank, again I thank you for writing to me, and hope that you can 
make it to the meeting. 

Very truly yours, 
LEONARD WINKLE. 


Mr. Brecxenrince. Like to call Mr. Joe Thackaberry, of the Idaho 


Land & Map Service Co., range expert. 
Senator Moss. Mr. Thackaberry. 


STATEMENT OF JOE THACKABERRY 


Mr. TuHackaserry. My name is Joe Thackaberry. I am here today 
representing the Idaho Land & Map Service, which is a private 
range consultant business with headquarters in Boise, Idaho. Myself 
and associate, Harley McDowell, do work in range matters through 
Idaho, Oregon, California, Nevada, Utah, and some other States. I 
have not myself been in all these States on such matters, but the aggre- 
gate of the staff of Idaho Land & Map Service covers that area. 

In Idaho we have probably concentrated the most of our work and 
again further segregating the area, the most of our work in Idaho 
would be located in southwestern Idaho. In all these areas we do 
considerable work with both the Bureau of Land Management and the 
U.S. Forest Service. Our —— with the Bureau of Land 
Management in southern Idaho to date has been good. We feel that 
the organization in Idaho, except for some areas that perhaps we do 
not get into to any great extent, are men that we can sit down with, 
talk over a practical] solution to a problem; in many cases we don’t 
get what we endeavor to get in every case, but by the same token, we 
are not taken to the cleaners in every instance. 
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In our business in association with many livestock operators 
through southwest Idaho, the operators themselves have expressed to 
us their feeling and relationship with the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment that they feel that they can work out their problems with give 
and take and have a workable operation when they are done. 

With the U.S. Forest Service we find the situation to be to the abso- 
lute contrary. We can work with this organization, spend lots of 
time, point out our facts, and perhaps have agreement with the Forest 
Service personnel, and reach no conclusion whatsoever. In other 
words, the original decision has stood. We have had cases with the 
U.S. Forest Service and in their appeal procedure, naturally the first 
decision is with the district ranger. We have followed those cases 
through, worked on them, and gone right to the top, and when the 
final decision is rendered, the decision is practically word for word as 
the first decision that came from the district ranger. 

In many instances, working with the Forest Service on a given area 
of study, we have found where even the individuals on the Forest Serv- 
ice staff themselves have disagreed as to the final conclusion of the 
results of their study. 

I would like to go into the studies as conducted by the Forest Serv- 
ice. I myself am a graduate of the University of Idaho. I have 
worked in range work for 10 years or more, and I have gone into the 
very deepest aspects of all types of range studies, whether it be carry- 
ing capacity determination, range usability, range condition, or range 
trend; I have studied all, or gone into the background of all such 
studies. 

The basic nature of the studies themselves, they are scientific, al- 
though they are not an exact science. In other words, you can make 
a range study and after you get your results you cannot call black 
black and you cannot call white white. In other words, the field it- 
self is so broad that with a given set of data you could draw numerous 
conclusions. 

It has been our experience with the Forest Service that in ever 
instance these conclusions drawn were to the extreme and to the detri- 
ment of the permittee involved. Also in various studies, the studies 
on Forest Service allotments, the basic goal of the study is to deter- 
mine the proper management of the watershed and its values. The 
watershed consists of the soil and the protective cover on the soils. 
Decisions have been rendered, very drastic decisions, which do elimi- 
nate livestock from that allotment, as far as a practical operation is 
concerned, and yet these studies, using as their conclusion saying that 
overgrazing exists, or erosion exists, there are no studies. whatsoever 
on the streambeds themselves to show that there is actual siltation 
taking place. 

Going further into the basic background of the range reanalysis 
program used by the Forest Service, they have developed through re- 
search what they consider is the proper cover desired for a given soil 
type on a given slope. Further analysis of this data reveals that the 
situation actually being managed for under this program is a situation 
that does not exist naturally, or if it would exist naturally, it would 
be a situation that would occur only once in more than 100 years. 

I do not wish to give you the impression that we should not con- 
tinue with this research or conservation. Research and conservation 
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are progress. If we didn’t have research we would probably still be 
in horse-and-buggy days and the same would apply with range mat- 
ters or any other business that you may participate in. 

These results and conclusions from studies made under the present 
range reanalysis program differ widely from like studies made under 
the same eran In other words, the range reanalysis program has 
been in effect since approximately 1949. Since that time, on several 
allotments we have had several studies. The first two studies showed 
that the range was suitable; maybe a slight adjustment as to range 
management, but it was still a serviceable area and suitable for range 
livestock use. Under the same instructions, the same procedures but 
different personnel, we come along 7 or 8 or 9 years later and say that 
that range is improperly used by domestic livestock. 

In the procedure itself, basically the study on forest allotments is 
a determination whether the range can be grazed or it cannot be 
grazed. It is not the amount of grass on there. In other words, 
there might be worlds of grass or there may not be any grass on it, 
but can livestock travel over that land and are they detrimental or 
are they not detrimental to it? This type of study differs with the 
Bureau of Land Management studies, in that the Bureau of Land 
Management studies are based entirely on volume of forage produced. 
These results from these studies at present are taken strictly from the 
book, you might say. They are one man’s opinion as to range suit- 
ability. They are backed up by hoop method plots that are not placed 
randomly over the range study but are mechanically placed by the 
individual’s opinion where he thinks they should be placed. They 


are not a representative sample of the area. 

The point that I am trying to point out here in regard to this 
research is that if we blunder ahead by using research that has not 
been tested in a practical manner and make these devastating adjust- 
ments, we may come along in 2 or 3 years and say our research, al- 
though it appeared to be correct at that time, we have other infor- 


mation at the present that shows the results are to the contrary, but 
already the livestock have been removed from the range at an economic 
loss to the individual and the community, and it would be further 
economic loss to the individual and economy to put the livestock back, 
if they ever were put back. 

As I said before, I have seen rangework over many States. I have 
seen adjustments put into effect in many areas within various States, 
but in no ease have I ever seen an adjustment restored on forest land, 
on Federal range administered by the Bureau of Land Management. 
In several instances I have seen adjustments put into effect, seen range 
reseedings that were put in by the Bureau of Land Management or 
put in through cooperative agreement with the Bureau and the licensee 
and some portions of the original adjustments have been restored, and 
in some very few cases they have approached back up near to their 
original privilege. 

In closing, I would again like to emphasize that conservation and 
research are a necessity to the range livestock industry. The popula- 
tion is increasing; demands on the industry are going to increase. 
We have to be prepared to cope with these increases, but let’s take this 
information from the research, temper it with practical application 
and knowledge and experience before we place into effect the con- 
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clusions and results into a final decision that we all in the economy will 
be adversely affected by. 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Thackaberry. 

Mr. Breckenripce. I would like to call Wilbur Wilson, president 
of the Idaho Wool Growers Association, for a brief summary. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Wilson. 


STATEMENT OF WILBUR F. WILSON, PRESIDENT, IDAHO WOOL 
GROWERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Wison. Senator Moss, Mr. Carver, I would like to take this 
opportunity to thank you gentlemen for appearing before your com- 
mittee, and also to thank Senator Church for arranging this hearing. 

I believe that a great many of the points with regard to the wool 
industry and the grazing have been already covered. However, I 
would like to reiterate and reemphasize the statement made by Mr. 
Schodde this morning, of the Idaho Cattlemen’s Association. We 
certainly endorse it and believe in it in its entirety. 

Now, briefly, in the past 18 or 20 years the number of sheep in the 
State of Idaho, through voluntary reduction and involuntary reduc- 
tion, has been reduced from about 2 million head to‘at present that of 
a million head. Let us examine that for a minute. We have heard 
testimony this morning and also this afternoon of range reductions 
of anywhere from 30 to 100 percent. It is my thinking and my con- 
sidered opinion that the agencies in charge of grazing have not given 
the reduction time to take effect on the range, particularly the forest. 

I believe it was 4 years ago that the 10-year term permits were 
renewed, and in the instance of our own outfit, we were led to believe 
that it was reduced to the carrying capacity. While there has not 
been a survey made as yet, there has been of my neighbor’s, and from 
what I know of my neighbor’s range, certainly when the survey is 
made of ours we may expect further reductions; how drastic I can’t 
say. 

There is no quarrel with the multiple-use principle; we believe in it. 
By the very nature of the sheep business and the fact, as has been 
already pointed up, many outfits are now being operated by the 
second generation. Ours is no exception. But we do feel that the 
Forest Service should at least not forget in their multiple-use plan 
that grazing is quite an important part on the forest. 

I had our bookkeeper prepare some figures, and without boring you 
with detail, they were rather astounding to me. He took the years 
1956, 1957, and 1958. I might stat® further that he keeps accounts 
for a number of sheep outfits in the vicinity of Mountain Home and 
some of my neighbors may not like to hear this, but the average ex- 
pense per head per ewe of five outfits, four of them operating on the 
forest, one on the forest and public domain and private land, one 
operating on public domain and private land, amounted to $28.99 
a head. Now, this did include depreciation; it did not include sal- 
aries paid to the corporate officers or to the managers of partnerships. 

Now, this money in turn is distributed for feed, labor, State and 
county taxes, trucking, supplies, and makes up the general economy 
of that county. In fact, two counties, because it is operating in 
Owyhee and Elmore Counties. 
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Now, we might look a little further in that and consider this. 
Elmore County is composed of 75 percent of Federal lands; Owyhee 
County 85 percent, and we heard testimony this morning of counties 
that the lands in it was 97 percent federally owned. Now, what will 
future reductions do to the economies of these particular counties and 
communities, as well as our State ? 

Now, another thing with regard to the Forest Service, and appar- 
ently it is no longer given consideration, and that is the trend of the 
range, the history. We well realize that there are many new per- 
sonnel and the personnel is frequently changed, but it certainly is 
prudent for the Forest Service to teks into consideration some of 
the facts of past history of these ranges and the numbers that were 
grazed. I think that perhaps that was pointed up by the fact that 
there has been a 50-percent reduction in the number of sheep in the 
StateofIdaho. This they have not done. 

Now, another thing that was mentioned, and I do wish to reempha- 
size it, is the right of appeal in the event of a reduction on our forest 
ranges. We have no right of appeal other than through the channels 
of the Forest Service, and eventually to the Secretary of Agriculture. 
Until such time as the Congress sees fit to grant the right of permittees 
in Federal court, I have a feeling that we are not going to see much 
stability on these forest permits. : 

Now, let us look at research for a little bit. The Forest Service 
has taken the attitude that independent agencies and individual per- 
mittees are not in a position to judge the condition of their own 
range. Last fall I was privileged to accompany some of the forest 
Officials, as well as some of the permittees on a tour through the Saw- 
tooth Forest. One of the permittees along was of the second gen- 
eration. We were on an allotment that his father started herding 
sheep on at the turn of the century, and the remark was made that 
the allotment looked like it was in pretty good shape. One of the 
forest officers said, “If I could take this hoop over on that hillside, I 
will show you differently.” 

Now, that is what we are facing, and I am sure that until research 
is independent of the agency it is working for, we will find that the 
decisions will be made favorable to the agency having the research 
conducted. 

It was also pointed up, and I would like to reemphasize it, that 
through this beet leaf hopper program there has been some funds 
available for reseeding on the Bureau of Land Management ranges. 
I think this is commendable, but I do hope that through this com- 
mittee that you will carry this back to Congress, Senator Moss, that 
additional funds are needed for additional reseeding. Through this 
manner perhaps we can alleviate some reduction and also go a long 
way toward stabilizing the livestock industry in the State of Idaho. 

Thank you for your time. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Breckenrinesr. Senator, you said that we would have an hour 
and a half. We started at 1:30; itis 1 minute after 3. I talked about 
5 minutes longer than I told you I would. I take the full responsi- 
bility for going over. 

There are a number of other people from our group who are here. 
In deference to your request for limitation of an hour and a half for 
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the presentation, may I ask that if they have statements to present 
that the record be held open for their statements? F 

Senator Moss. They may present written statements if they care 
to. The record will be held open for 10 days to receive any addi- 
tional statements thatthey wish, _ 

Mr. Brecxenriper. Thank you, sir. That concludes our presenta- 
tion, and _we thank you very kindly for coming. We hope you will 
carry to Senator Church our appreciation of holding this hearing. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Breckenridge. 

I have received a letter here from the Board of County Commis- 
sioners of Gooding County, Idaho, protesting against any proposed 
national park in the Sawtooth area. This will be made a part of 
the record. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 

Goopine County, 
Gooding, Idaho, January 27, 1960. 
Senator FRANK FE. Moss, 
Acting Subcommittee Chairman, 
Senate Public Land Subcommittee Hearing, 
Rogerson Hotel, Twin Falls, Idaho. 

Dear SENATOR: The Board of Commissioners of Gooding County feel it is 
necessary that they enter their protest against the proposed national park in 
the Sawtooth area. 

If the proposed park would interfere with grazing, it would surely place quite 
an impact on the tax structure in this area and we feel it should not be done. 

Thousands of head of cattle and sheep from Gooding County are grazed each 
year in the area proposed to be used for the park site. 

Very truly yours, 
EXMERSON PUGMIRE, 
Chairman, Board of County Commissioners, Gooding County, Idaho. 


Senator Moss. We have a number of witnesses yet to call. We will | 
take a 15-minute recess and then we will go on with the hearing. 

(Short recess. ) 

Senator Moss. The hearing will come to order now. ‘We will pro- 
ceed. I am going to call first on Mr. Jack Pierce, of Malta. Mr. 
Pierce, go right ahead. 


STATEMENT OF JACK PIERCE, FOR RAFT RIVER STOCK 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Pierce. Senator Moss, my name is Jack Pierce; I live at Malta, 
Idaho, and I repeat what many of the other gentlemen have said, 
that it is gratifying that you gentlemen have taken time to come to 
Idaho to listen to our grazing problems. 

I reepresent the Raft River Stock Association and am speaking for 
them today, a majority of whose members live in the area of Malta, 
Idaho. I will be brief with my statement and any detail that you 
gentlemen might desire we will be glad to furnish. 

We recognize the good of the Forest Service, but as I understand 
it here today, we are going to register our complaints with you gen- 
tlemen from the Public Lands Subcommittee. 

Our ranches are located in the valleys and along the river bottoms 
and we depend on the BLM lands and private lands for spring grazing 
and fall grazing, and are dependent on the higher mountains for sum- 
mer feed, so you can readily see how important grazing on the na- 
tional forest is to our operation in that area. 
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From 1947 to 1959, a period of 12 years, the reduction in time and 
numbers have ranged from 64 to 84 percent under various allotments 
on the national forest. Most of us feel that some of the first reductions 
were necessary. Now we have good grass on our range and there is a 
question in our mind whether all these reductions in the past were 
necessary. We don’t think they are. And we can’t see any justifi- 
cation for any future reductions in our allotments. 

When the reductions began we were taken out on the range and 
shown what a good range should be. You might say we were given a 
goal to shoot at. But before we reached that goal, the standards of 
what a good range should be were raised; and they are still going up. 

A. few years ago the Service recognized small areas around water- 
holes as sacrifice areas. Now there are no sacrifice areas. There has 
been a question in my mind as to how much longer, if the Forest 
Service is consistent in their appraisal policies, it will be before we 
will be criticized for the use of our picnic areas. They are being 
trampled out much the same as the use around our waterholes. 

I want you to understand that I like to go up in the forest in the 
summertime and just like the city people that live in the city, and take 
my family and picnic several times during the summer. A consider- 
able amount of a range is now being classified as unusable because 
of the distance from water or its steepness. We ride with the ranger 
and observe livestock using this range and we ask him why this range 
is classified unusable. And he tells us it is too far from water or too 
steep. Yet the stock are there; they are using it. We can’t under- 
stand this. 

I might raise this question: As important as this range is to us, why 
shouldn’t we be interested in taking care of it and maintaining it in a 
state of high production? It is one of the pins in our operation, 
and if we lose that, we are out, and I can’t think of anyone, as has 
been pointed out here today, that would be more interested in preserv- 
ing this national resource. And we are interested and we are making 
investments of money and time to improve them. We have helped 
build pipelines, develop springs, build fences. We haul water to open 
up new unusable range and furnish riders for better management. 

I hope you gentlemen on the committee will carry the word back 
to your eastern colleagues, tell them, as you know, that the grazing 
isn’t free, but emphasize to them what we are putting into the forest 
for permits besides the actual money we pay the Forest. We invest 
quite a lot besides what it costs us for each animal to run, what we 
pay to the Forest. We add on top of that in our expense account that 
has to be charged off. 

We believe in multiple use and we would go a long ways to help 
build and preserve these watersheds. They are just as important to 
us as anyone, and we enjoy the hunting and we enjoy the fishing, but 
what assurance do we have that we can realize anything from our 
investment, because of a change in standards, regulations, or even 
one man’s opinion may change or nullify our progress. The pendulum 
has swung too far; it is time that it starts to swing back a little the 
other way. 

Here are some of the things we would recommend. Make some use 
of the advisory boards which have been recognized for years. Dur- 
ing the period of reduction which I refer to, our rangers never saw 
fit to call in the association advisory board to help solve the problems 
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that were facing us during these years, nor they never asked. for our 
counsel in settling these problems. 

We hope that you will be able to simplify our appeal procedures, 
make them more just and less expensive. They are almost, as some 
of us feel, almost the judge and the jury and the prosecuting attorney, 
ane ee are pretty well whipped when you go up against a combination 
like that. 

We would urge the Forest Service to give consideration to the 
research studies and experiments of our State universities and other 
people who, I am sure, have knowledge of these problems and the 
capacity to make a reevaluation of the range survey system. 

And, above all, give us some stability. 

Senator, I believe there is one more gentleman from our association 
who would like to make a statement, and may I yield to him? 

Senator Moss. Allright. Thank you, Mr. Pierce. 

Mr. White will be the next witness. 


STATEMENT OF HARVEY WHITE 


Mr. Wuire. Senator Moss and Mr. Carver and the committee, I 
don’t want to take up much time. There is a lot more to be said here 
yet today and I don’t want to testify to the things that Mr. Pierce 
has said. They are the things that, the way the conditions actually 
exist in our neighborhood. 

I have been in the livestock business most of my life and you can 
see that through these many differences, anyone that is in the livestock 
business all his life must like cows. And I was quite worried this 
morning. <A lengthy discussion through which the Bureau of Land . 
Management was mostly the target, I was afraid that us fellows down 
our way wouldn’t get our chance to take to the forest, but we are doing 
better this afternoon. 

My recommendation would be that we have closer ties between these 
administrative officials and the users of the range. We know that 
these administrative officials are taught many things in their schools 
and their studies. They are taught how to very well protect all the 
game laws, such things as that. They are taught how not to look for 
grass, and all those things, but why can’t we have a school somewhere 
that would teach them how to get along with the people they have to 
work with? I thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. White. Now Mr. Chatburn. 


STATEMENT OF VARD CHATBURN 


Mr. Cuatsurn. Senator Moss, members of the committee, ladies 
and gentlemen, my name is Vard Chatburn, I live at Albion, Idaho, 
in Cassia County. I am a third generation of livestock producers on 
the ranch where I abide. Today while I am here my son is doing the 
are and his son, who is 8 years old, I will guarantee you is with 
him. 

We had a6 months’ grazing operation, part on the Bureau of Land 
Management lands and part of the time on Forest Service lands. The 
other 6 months of the year are spent on our own private lands. 

Several years ago, at the time of the last term permits being ini- 
tiated, we received an 11-percent cut in time in our area. Since that 
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time our range has withstood grazing very well and has improved. 
We believe through proper management livestock operations need not 
be curtailed. 

The Forest Service initiated this idea and it has been very success- 
ful in our case. I hasten to add, however, that the cut in our case 
was small and was not so large as to cause us to have to reduce to an 
uneconomical unit or put us out of business. The value and success 
of our ranch depends entirely upon the continued use of the adjacent 
Federal land, and as such we must be able to continue to use this land 
to at least the same extent as at present. 

I appreciate the opportunity of giving this information to the com- 
mittee, Mr. Senator, and sincerely hope a policy may be initiated by 
both the Department of Interior and the Department of Agriculture 
that will allow the survival, or rather guarantee the survival and 
growth of grazing on Federal lands. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Chatburn. The next witness is Mr. 
Herman Bedke, from Oakley. Mr. Bedke. 


STATEMENT OF HERMAN BEDKE, REPRESENTING A GROUP OF 
STOCKMEN 


Mr. Bepxe. Senator Moss, Mr. Carver, ladies and gentlemen, my 
name is Herman E. Bedke. I am an attorney at law at Burley. I 
have represented the cattle users in the Oakley Valley both in admin- 
istrative hearings before the boards and have attempted to get ju- 
dicial hearings in Federal courts of their grievances both as against 
the Forest Service and as against some of the actions of the Bureau 
of Land Management. I have also a personal knowledge of the range 
and the area in which these controversies arose. 

I have been appointed today to state the position of these permittees 
and licensees under the Taylor Grazing Act and especially the Goose 
Creek and Churchill units in the Idaho grazing unit No. 2, as well 
as the forest licensees in the East Cassia division of the Sawtooth 
National Forest. These operators range on public lands geograph- 
ically described as that drainage of the Goose Creek area from the 
Snake River on the north to the Utah and Nevada State lines on the 
south. I am representing approximately 65 users, and the permits 
cover approximately 3,000 head of cattle. With very few exceptions 
all of these permittees were born and raised in the Oakley Valley 
as children of pioneers originally settling in that area back as far as 
1875. These families have run cattle on the public domain and private 
lands in that area during the past 85 years, and long before the na- 
tional forest was established or the Taylor Grazing Act passed by 
‘Congress. Most of these present permittees in this area have engaged 
in livestock raising for their entire lives. 

In the early days under the Taylor Grazing Act, permits were al- 
lowed with little or no regard to consistent application of the rules 
and regulations in computing priorities of the users and the definitions 
of base property. Contrary to law in some instances, parallel lands 
were computed as base properties in allowing permits. But notwith- 
standing the confusion and the uncertainty of the grazing rights, the 
permittees acquiesced to the range areas and permit numbers then 
established and attempted to continue the livestock operation as best 
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they could under the existing range management and supervision of 
the district range managers of the Bureau of Land Management. 

During the past 10 years, and particularly the last 5 years, the 
district range manager and other agencies have begun and_ have 
instituted practices which have practically destroyed and, if continued, 
will destroy the livestock industry in this area. There appears to be 
a like attitude on the part of the Forest Service officials who regulate 
the grazing of the national forest, for both of these Government 
agencies institute changes and reduction of use in livestock on the 
public domain as well as the national forest. They have earnestly 
tried to cooperate wtih the Government officials in all reasonable de- 
mands and have attempted to comply with the regulations and the 
restrictions imposed until in the last 5 years the same became unbear- 
able. They were forced as a means of survival to panes some of the 
practices and restrictions, and in making these objections and pro- 
tests they soon became aware that under the existing rules and regu- 
lations their protests and objections were heard and determined by the 
superior officers higher up in the Bureau who implimented the deci- 
sions and policies in the first instance. sesee 

The present appeal procedures under the existing law put the per- 
mittees in the same position as a prizefighter who engages in a prize- 
fight in which his opponent is the referee. 

To illustrate, in 1953 a survey of the range was made by three 
employees of the BLM, two of which were college students hired on a 
temporary basis. Such survey lasted from the middle of June to the 
first part of August, or approximately 6 weeks, and the area covered 
was 147,000 acres of Federal range in the Goose Creek unit. The sole 
criteria used in the range survey was adopted by the Bureau itself, as — 
is commonly known as the “hoop” method. As a result of these inex- 
perienced persons hired by the BLM, the data was compiled and the 
conclusion reached was that the area was overgrazed and it would be 
necessary to make an 82-percent reduction of the licensed use of the 
Goose Creek unit to conform to the estimated carrying capacity. This 
meant that from every 100 head of cattle that had been previously 
grazing in that area 82 would have to be removed. 

The district grazier, however, instituted what he considered a very 
lenient stand and made only a 60-percent across-the-board reduction. 
This 60-percent reduction was announced and put into effect in 1956 
with less than 3 months’ notice to the permittees, which resulted in 
a forced liquidation of the herds of many of them. Evidence in con- 
flict was given by the cattlemen, who used as a criteria the flesh con- 
dition of the cattle in conjunction with their opinion of general range 
conditions observed by repeated rides over a period of years. 

On appeal from this order the hearings officer completely rejected 
the testimony of the experienced livestock man who had spent his 
entire life on the range as to carrying capacity of the range and 
accepted without reservation the accuracy of the range survey of the 
part-time employees, lasting 6 weeks of one grazing season. I would 
like to read a part of that decision that comes from the examiner, very 


briefly, to point out what happens on appeal of these procedures. The 
decision states : 


The evidence presented by the appellant is in direct conflict with that pre- 
sented by the Bureau of Land Management. There is no question, however, that 
the weight of the credible evidence supports the Bureau’s position. A range 





72 GRAZING ON PUBLIC DOMAIN LANDS 


survey conducted by Government employees possessing no demonstrated bias or 
prejudice and using tested and scientifically approved methods is far more con- 
vincing than the testimony of the appellant, having a financial interest in the 
litigation which is apparently based upon casual rather than systematic and 
regular observations. 

That is the decision you get when you appeal. Although this action 
was taken over 3 years ago, this matter is still pending on appeal and 
has not yet been decided by the final administrative officer. But not- 
withstanding this fact, for the past four grazing seasons, the 60 per- 
cent reduction in numbers, as well as reduction in time, has been in 
full force and effect. And the present law affords no injunctive relief 
to the permittees to stay such a drastic order pending appeal or final 
adjudication. 

What will happen if, in the final analysis, they are proven to be 
right? They have already had to sacrifice their herd, 60 percent of 
their herd. It may be frankly stated that the permittees expect no 
relief or change in this adjudication until they have run the gantlet of 
administrative appeals and the controversy can finally be placed before 
an impartial court of law. 

The Forest Service officials undertook a similar hoop survey on the 
east Cassia division of the National Forest in 1958 and came up with 
the result that the present number of licensed cattle grazing in that 
area would deplete the range to a critical point if they were allowed 
to stay on for 30 days, notwithstanding the fact that in the past some 
20 years cattle had grazed in the same area for a period up to 3 
months. This range survey was used to justify cuts already inflicted 
and upon hearing and appeal the Chief Forester in Washington, D.C., 
the decision of the regional forester in Ogden was 100 percent ap- 
proved. This appeal was taken and a hearing had at Ogden concern- 
ing the cuts in the Forest Service and the Chief Forester rubber- 
stamped the opinion and the decision of the forester, regional director 
at Ogden. 

Under the present laws and regulations, the permittees have no 
recourse against a capricious, contradictory, and arbitrary stand which 
the BLM grazier may take. He and his subordinates can and do 
change and assume a different factual posture to seek the desired 
result. 

For example, in the same hearing before the examiner, which is still 
pending, the issue was raised as to the division of the range. And the 
cattlemen contended that that portion allotted to their use was un- 
usable for the reason that water was unavailable on the north end of 
the allotment. The district grazier and subordinate officers of the 
BLM testified that in the north end of the allotment, taking a distance 
of two and a half miles, is a service area of water, there is hardly any 
portion of the allotment not served by water. There was ample 
evidence in this hearing by the permittees to the contrary, but notwith- 
standing the same, the reviewing authority again was persuaded by 
the evidence offered by the BLM and accepted the same as fact and 
upheld the decision. 

But notwithstanding this, later in that same area the range manager 
sent a letter, on January 30, 1959, to the permittees, which we quote 
in part as follows. This is the same area in which there was ample 
water. : 

On January 14, 1959, the Advisory Board of the Burley Grazing District con- 
sidered the status of the Oakley reseeding well and recommended that the users 
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of the reseeding area either be required to proceed with the installation of 
a pump and water facilities in the well or be required to haul water in sufficient 
quantities and distribute the water on the seeding in such a manner that the 
stock on the seeding would receive adequate water.” And I point this out. 
“And if the users fail to proceed with one of these two alternate methods of 
supplying water, that the seeding area will be made available to other interested 
licensees in that area who would supply water. 

It is no wonder that such reversal of actions of what were supposed 
to be facts leaves the permittees in a complete attitude of frustration 
so far as dealing with the Bureau of Land Management is concerned. 

Again, under the existing laws and regulations and practices, the 
permittee is fair game for the arbitrary and ruthless range manager 
or forest ranger, as far as trespass is concerned. Contrary to all 
principles of criminal law where the accused is presumed to be inno- 
cent until proven guilty, this principle does not apply in trespass. 
The accused here is presumed to be guilty until he is proven innocent. 

In 1956 the permits were changed by reducing not only the number 
of cattle, but the closing date of the grazing period. In the fall of 
1956, the permittees made the usual fall roundup in an attempt to 
remove all cattle off of the public domain back to their ranches, 
preparatory to wintering them there. In the process of moving 
cattle, several head were missed and were not driven off the range. 
Now, any experienced livestock raiser can readily testify that it is 
practically an impossibility to completely clean the range in the fall 
roundup, but after the closing date the district range manager ob- 
served a few head of cattle trailing across the range to the home 
ranches and issued a trespass notice on the permittees pursuant to the 


provisions of the Federal Code, section 161.12e. A hearing in this 
case was also demanded and, of course, —— again was taken. And 


there was a finding both by the hearing officer and the director of the 
Bureau of Land Management that the permittee had willfully per- 
mitted his animals to trespass on the public domain. Because the 

ermittee could offer no other explanation than that they were missed 
in the fall roundup and were apparently trailing home for the winter. 
The penalty inflicted was a 10 percent cut, 10 percent on top of the 60, 
that was then existing on the permit. 

It is significant to note that conviction of what the Government 
considers willful trespass could result in a complete cancellation of 
all permits. In respect to this, all permittees stand in jeopardy under 
similar circumstances of losing all their allotment if such manager 
was inclined to do so. And again in this respect, under the procedure 
of appeals now available, such decisions are reviewed by the superior 
officer of the department who is also the prosecutor and the judge. 

The district advisory board provided for in section 18 of the 
Taylor Grazing Act consists of members selected and recommended 
by the users, but it is significant to note that they are not elected, but 
merely recommended. The appointment is made by the Secretary of 
the Interior, through the State supervisor. Now, this advisory board 
has absolutely no veto authority or any other than in the advisory 
capacity. The State supervisor may remove any member from office 
because of his failure to discharge his duties or if it is in the public 
interest. This board is conveniently used as a scapegoat for the 
district manager when he concurs with their recommendations, but 
when he does not concur with them, their recommendations have no 
further validity, force, or effect. Now, the advisory board should 
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either have some power or control over range policies, or be discon- 
tinued as a useless appendage which serves only as an excuse for the 
unpopular actions of the district range manager. We submit that it 
appears to us that if the board has enough knowledge to recommend, 
it should have enough power to implement good range practices. 
Section 18 of the Taylor Grazing Act should be amended giving actual 
power to the board to effect those decisions on local problems and 
should be enforced. 

It is a recognized principle of democracy that local government is 
by far the most efficient. If something can be done in the Taylor 
Grazing Act to give these local boards some authority, of course there 
must be supervision by the range manager, but drawing an analogy to 
our Congress, Congress has legislative effect; the Executive has veto 
authority, but still Congress can override the veto of the Executive. 
Certainly this advisory board should have some power to implement 
and hold and curtail some of the range policies attempted by the range 
manager. 

It is, therefore, the position of the permittees that the present rules 
and regulations and procedural steps afford them no protection or 
speedy remedy of their grievances and can only serve to exhaust the 
financial resources of one appealing in hope of wearing him into sub- 
mission, 

Now, as to the Forest Service, the congressional act that set up the 
forest and Taylor grazing areas both provide that these two depart- 
ments will cooperate. One is a Department of Agriculture and one 
is the Department of the Interior. That is, when the same stock graze 
both on the forest and on the Taylor ground. 


West of Oakley there is a tract of land under the supervision of the 
Taylor Act that lies adjacent to the forest and the same livestock men 
hold permits on both. These users have applied to the Forest Service 
for early use in the lower elevations for spring range. The Forest 
Service has recommended that they, even as late as 1958, that they 
should go to the Taylor grazing people and see if they have some land 


that might be made available for early spring use. The then existing 
condition now prevailing is that the Bureau of Land Management 
grazing permits in this area run from May 1 to May 15 in the spring. 

Now, right across an imaginary boundary on a slightly higher ele- 
vation, the forest permits grazings to start on May 26. What is the 
position of the cattleman who turns out on May Ist tothe 15th? He’s 
all right on Taylor. From the 15th through the 26th, 11 days, he 
has no place, and then on the 26th he can go on the forest. 

To comply with these regulations the ranchers have to go out and 
completely round up the cattle, take them back to the base property 
for a period of 11 days, then trail them back over the Taylor ground 
and back to the forest. Certainly this is undue harassment by failure 
on the part of the Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service 
officials to coordinate the grazing so at least the dates between the end 
of one and the starting of the other coincide so that there could be a 
continuous operation on grazing in: that area. 

The Federal range code governs and controls the users but it is not 
binding upon the Bureau. That is very important. The code is set 
up only to curtail the users. The Bureau has the right under the code 
to even change the policies and even to readjudicate permits and al- 
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lotments. At one time the worth of a cattle ranch was largely deter- 
mined by the amount of forest or Taylor grazing rights it had, but in 
recent years, through the arbitrary and capricious cuts made by both 
departments, the grazing privileges have practically lost all their 
monetary value and no lender of money or buyer would bargain to 
buy a pig in a poke. 

Another grievance which was brought out in the forest appeal at 
Ogden is that agreements, so-called agreements with forest officials are 
binding only on the permittees but the Forest Service is not bound. 
In Ogden a written memorandum of allotment agreement was com- 
pletely disregarded by the Chief Forester in his decision. 

I would like to talk a minute or two about some legal problems in- 
volved in trying to get a just hearing, and certainly some recommenda- 
tions as to procedures that might be used. Some of these have been 
touched upon before. But under our present Administrative Pro- 
cedures Act, which applies both to appeals from the Bureau of Labor 
Management as well as the Forest Service, any person aggrieved must 
first run the gantlet of administrative appeals before he can have any 
standing in court. You cannot file in any court at the present time 
until you have exhausted your administrative relief. And under the 
present law, the only court that you can seek redress under from an 
appeal from a decision of the Secretary is the Federal court in Wash- 
ington, D.C. If a person has the resources to go back, even though 
the controversy arises here, in a trial de novo at Washington, all wit- 
nesses both for the Government as well as the users must all go back 
to Washington under the present law and have a hearing back there. 

As has been suggested, we feel that the Congress should immediately 
amend the Administrative Procedures Act permitting the court, the 
district court in the State where the same controversy arose to have 
jurisdiction not only over the Secretaries of the Interior or Agricul- 
ture, but also over the issues to be tried, where all the witnesses and both 
sides could present their views to that court within the State. We have 
all talked about the expense of litigation. Even that would be ex- 
pensive, but it would be a lot cheaper and a lot more just trial to be 
able to go to an Idaho court to settle a controversy that arose here 
in Idaho. 

We have a couple of other recommendations which we feel may help 
remedy the situation. It is easy for everyone to get up and say what 
is not being done right without coming up with some program or at 
least some hint as to what can be accomplished. We feel that besides 
the acts of Congress recommended to remedy the appeal procedure, 
that there should be given to the district courts—now the Federal dis- 
trict courts in Idaho—the right of injunctive relief, even before 
the appeal procedure has been exhausted. In cases where there are 
such drastic actions taken which actually affect the livelihood of the 
users. 

Now, on the bottom end of it, we feel that there should be more 
power given to this Advisory Board. Give them a say-so and make 
their tenure not at the pleasure of the Government officials. Make it 
a true election; when they are elected by the users, they can stay for 
the term of their election and that they have the right to implement 
and actually override some of the practices proposed by the range 
manager. 
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We also would like to recommend—it’s been put out before—that 
more funds be made available for the improvement of range. In 
many instances when the livestock men have asked for watering 
troughs, range improvements over vast areas, the answer has always 
been from the local forest official or the Taylor grazing official, “We 
have no funds.” 

Again we would like to urge, as has been stated here previously, 
that the research and the methods used in making range surveys be 
separated from those agencies which actually govern the range. 

With those recommendations, we wish to thank the committee for 
permitting us to come here and make this statement, and at this time 
we would like to, in deference to time—there are other members here 
that might want to speak—we would like to also ask for a ruling to 
hold the record open so that the individual permittees may submit 
statements in writing rather than coming up and consuming extra 
time at this hearing. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Bedke. The record will be open for 
2 weeks and they may submit statements in writing, any who have 
not had an opportunity to testify here today. 

Mr. Bepxr. We have just one more person who would like to talk 
on behalf of the group which I have been retained to represent, and 
that is Mr. Earl Stansil; he is secretary of the PCA, one of the largest 
lending institutions to livestock users in this area, and he may touch a 
point on some of the financial problems and the value of range rights 
to the livestock operator. 

Senator Moss. Thank you. Mr. Stansil. 


STATEMENT OF EARL STANSELL 


Mr. Sransett. Senator Moss, Mr. Carver, and ladies and gentlemen, 
I should say, following the tone of the hearing so far, ladies and gen- 
tlemen and representatives of the Forest Service and the BLM. 

As has been stated, I am Earl Stansil, manager of the Southern 
Tdaho PCA, operating in eight counties of south central Idaho and a 
part of Owyhee County. I have been called upon just to make a few 
remarks from the standpoint of a financial institution with reference 
to the effect of cuts in the public domain and their effect on the live- 
stock business. 

We have made a very quick survey, not having time to come up 
with any particular statistics, we find that we have some 50 range 
operators running a little over 24,000 head of sheep and about 4,200 
head of cattle on the forest, not counting Taylor grazing. I have not 
taken time to segregate the cattle operators and the sheep operators. 
* As I understand from range history, they pretty well take care of 
that segregation themselves, with the possible exception of those very 
strong dual personalities who now days run both a cattle and a sheep 
operation. 

My remarks will be confined to three main points. In the first 
instance, we are all well aware of the fact that the investment, the 
capital investment in a range operation runs from tens of thousands 
to hundreds of thousands of dollars for plant facilities and equipment, 
not to say anything of the range provided by the public domain. 
Bearing out the fact that the operating costs besides this enormous 
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investment in capital may run anywhere from $25 to $35 per year 
per ewe, and perhaps you can figure a normal run from that ewe’s 
lamb and wool of about $30, it isn’t hard to figure that it is difficult 
in this day and age to pay back the operating costs, to say nothing of 
a return on interest, replacement, and the investment in the plant. 

If we should say that it costs $60 to $80 to operate a cow for a year, 
and that cow returns an 80-percent calf which brings $80, again it 
isn’t very hard to figure that aside from the difficulty of paying back 
the operating costs, there isn’t much left again for replacement, inter- 
est, and investment in the plant. 

With these things in mind, you are all familiar with the fact that 
we are experiencing, as we have for some 20 years, a continuing price- 
cost squeeze on agriculture in which for the year 1959 it is estimated 
that net agricultural income will be about $11 billion, which is no 
more than it was in the year 1940, even though the dollar has deflated 
from a dollar in 1939 to about 47.3 cents at the end of 1959. And in 
that same period, too, the gross expense of operating a farm or a range 
unit has gone up a great deal. Because of the high costs and the low- 
ering net farm income, and due also to some pressure from import of 
wool, imports of lamb, imports of beef in various forms, combined 
with the possibility of these extensive cuts in the use of the public 
domain, there is no question that the range operator right along with 
the farmer faces a very drastic and serious situation from his own 
standpoint and from the standpoint of his finance institution. 

In conclusion, then, I believe that I can safely say that a continued 
range operation depends heavily upon the use of these public lands 
and that should they be curtailed seriously, the majority of our oper- 


ators face either a complete reversal of their operation or they face 
going kapoot in their business. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Stansell; I appreciate that. Our 
next witness will be Mr. Walker, of Arco. Is Mr. Walker here? 


STATEMENT OF HARVEY WALKER FOR ADVISORY BOARD, 
DISTRICT 3 


Mr. Waker. My name is Harvey Walker, from Arco, Idaho. I 
represent the advisory board for district 3. 

Our problem there, as you know, we have had the Atomic Energy 
Commission come in there, which withdrew 572,000 acres from our 
unit, from our district. That put us in a position, we took a 62-percent 
cut and with no trimmings or no questions. We had to take it right 
now. 

That area runs from Arco to the Medicine Lodge country and in 
south of the Twin Buttes, the surrounding area of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

Now, we have worked to build our operation back so we can have an 
economic operation, and we have come to the conclusion that if we 
can get Congress to give the Bureau of Land Management more 
money for range improvement, that is our only way out of our own 
personal situation. I think that will be brought up and talked of; 
it has been talked of all through the program. 

That is about all that I have to say at this time. 
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Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Walker. Mr. Willard Nelson of 
Dietrich. Mr. Mink will be next after Mr. Nelson. 


STATEMENT OF WILLARD NELSON, PRESIDENT, LINCOLN COUNTY 
CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Netson. Senator, Mr. Carver, ladies and gentlemen, I am Wil- 
lard Nelson, president of the Lincoln County Cattlemen’s Association. 

I believe that most of our problems, protests, have been pretty well 
covered by those who have spoken before me, particularly the group 
from the Salmon-Challis area whose problems seem to be very similar 
to ours in Lincoln County and Blaine County. We particularly are 
disturbed about the drasticness of reductions that have been made in 
use, both in time and numbers, and with the range survey as it has 
been made. We don’t believe that the range survey was properly 
made. 

We know particular instances that we are familiar with where cer- 
tain sections of land have been credited with a great deal more carrying 
capacity than they really are, than other areas by comparison. 

As I have said, I think that our position has been pretty well stated 
before, and time is dragging on. I am not going to take much of your 
time, but I would like to ask that Mr. Charles Hoodenpyle, of Rich- 
field, who is director of our association, be called upon. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Hoodenpyle. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES HOODENPYLE 


Mr. Hoopenpyte. Senator Moss, Mr. Carver and committee, ladies 
and gentlemen, my name is Charles Hoodenpyle, of Richfield, Idaho. 
I am a small operator, very small in fact, since the cuts, but because 
I was probably endowed with an over amount of persistence and de- 
termination, I didn’t sell out to the big operators, so I am still in the 
fight. This may not be too good, but I didn’t have too much to lose. 

We just want to review a few of the things that have taken place 
there. We want to first concur with most of the speakers preceding 
me regarding the things that have taken place, but I would like to 
review the things that have happened to us very briefly. 

One is that we were cut in season of use, or time, prior to the cut in 
numbers. Most of the operators, licensees, permittees there operated 
on a 6- to 814-month season of use. That was immediately cut to 314 
months for everyone regardless of their time. In addition to that, the 
operators that run in principally the Dietrich Butte, Wild Horse, and 
Terman Hills were cut from 30 percent to 60 percent in numbers. And 
so we, in April of 1956, protested the cut and our protest was over- 
ridden by the Bureau of Land Management, and we appealed. 

We came to a hearing in November of 1957, and in May of 1958 we 
received a favorable decision. That is one of the favorable decisions 
for the appellant that was rendered and it was quite favorable for the 
cattleman. In June of the same year, 1958, the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement appealed this decision and it still rests with the Director of 
the Bureau of Land Management in Washington, D.C. 

During this time we still suffer the cut; we have no legal authority 
to seek an injunction that we might be using the range according to 
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the numbers that we had prior to the cut. We will suffer this cut until 
this appeal—well, I have been told that it could kick around among 
the 40-some-odd attorneys that are employed in Mr. Woozley’s office in 
Washington, D.C., for another 3 years. During that time we operate 
strictly on the number that we have at present, which doesn’t leave 
us very much of an operation. 

At this time I would like to request the committee that they incor- 
porate in the hearing record the record of our appeal and decision 
which will be found in the office of the Director of the Bureau of Land 
Management in Washington, D.C. 

Mr. Carver. Do you have the number on it, Mr. Hoodenpyle? 

Mr. Hoopenryte. No; I do not have it at this time. I believe Mr. 
Nelson can supply that, though. 

One other thing that I would like to bring to your attention is the 
fact that in making out our application each year for grazing license, 
we are not allowed to apply for this grazing license on the number that 
we had before the reduction. Some of us have tried it; the applica- 
tions are returned; we are forced to apply for the number that we 
have been reduced to. In other words, they don’t want any record 
of what we have had before. We have to apply for a license on the 
reduced number. 

This that I have just stated is all in behalf of the cattlemen’s asso- 
ciation, but I would like to bring up one thing on my own. It seems 
in these reductions, it seems very apparent to a number of us that we 
are leading up to something that I don’t think is going to be good 
for any of us as licensees or operators or the United States in gen- 
eral, and that is the fact that we feel that in time this reduction, these 
reductions have been brought about in order to force all the public 
domain into wilderness, wildlife, recreation, sport, and pleasure. I, 
as well as most of you folks, like to hunt and fish, enjoy it as much 
as anybody, but you can look in history and find that any nation that 
has taken their revenue from sports and pleasure have come to a time 
of emergency or a time of recession or a time of depression, the revenue 
ceased and that nation has fallen. 

Right at the present time when we have a false prosperity, the 
revenue from sports, recreation, wildlife looks fine, but should we get 
into war, that revenue immediately ceases. We don’t have any in- 
come from that, and in addition to that, if we come into recession, 
people don’t have much money to go to the mountains, fish and hunt, 
and so forth, your revenue from that source ceases. So I feel that 
that is something that we should look forward to and that is some- 
thing that is going to affect all of our grazing interests, every live- 
stock man in the West. - 

I want to thank you, Senator Moss, and the committee, thank you 
very much. 

aa Moss. Thank you, Mr. Hoodenpyle. 

Mr. Hoopenryte. Mr. Nelson requested that we be allowed to have 
Donald Sandy present a statement. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Sandy. Is he here? You may go ahead, Mr. 


Sandy. 
: STATEMENT OF DONALD SANDY 


Mr. Sanpy. Senator Moss, Mr. Carver, ladies and gentlemen, I am 
Donald Sandy from Shoshone. 
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The Shoshone unit has recently went through a complete adjudica- 
tion. In the process of that adjudication, some of us suffered as much 
as 62-percent cuts in time and numbers. We have also been allotted, 
not individual allotments but allotments as to classes of livestock. In 
the process of these allotments we have spent, to us, considerable 
money in fencing these. We have also spent considerable money in 
developing this range, mostly from,a standpoint of water development. 
We feel that we are doing quite a job of it, that we are rehabilitating 
the range to where we are going to get a lot more use of it, but there 
is one thing that kind of perturbs us. We wonder if this money that 
we are spending is an investment or is it something that some day 
may be taken away from us, 

Now, we have petitioned this hearing group here today to have 
more money appropriated for range rehabilitation. This request has 
been voiced several times here today. One thing that I would like to 
add to this in our request, we don’t ask that this money be on solely 
the basis of Government money; we ask it on the basis that there will 
be adequate moneys made available to meet the money, or match the 
money that the livestock producer is willing to put up. This has 
been one of the limiting factors in our development out there. 

Any time that we have gone to the Bureau of Land Management 
with the proposition as to developments, telling them we had so much 
money, their answer has been this: “Yes, we will be willing to match 
you if we’ve got the money.” 

Now, we believe that this is an investment, something that we should 
get a return from. We are willing to put up that money; we think 
that over a period of time we will get a return from it. Thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Sandy. Now, is Mr. Mink here 
ready to testify? Mr. Mink. 


STATEMENT OF ROY MINK, REPRESENTING THE GOODING 
CATTLE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Minx. Senator Moss and ladies and gentlemen, I am Roy Mink, 
from Gooding, Idaho, representing the Gooding Cattle Association. 
And I am just going to tell you the history of the association for the 
last quite a few years. You will probably think I am pretty old when 
I get through. 

But anyway, I was raised on the forest from the time I was about 
4 years old, and back in those days there were cattle and sheep run 
on this forest and I honestly think that if these forest men today would 
look at the grass the way it was then in the eyes that they look at it 
today, there wouldn’t be any sheep and cattle. 

On our allotment that we run on in 1918 was taken away from the 
sheep and turned over to the Gooding Cattle Association. It was run- 
ning at that time about 1,500 cattle and about 20 users in the allot- 
ment. So it went on, it was a badly overgrazed area at that time in 
the way I can see it today. 

But through the years, through the depression years and all, why, 
the cattle were taken off this allotment down to 635 head, in about, 
oh, 1940, down to 635 head. There are five of us fellows in this as- 
sociation. So in, well, about 1955 there was one of these fellows quit 
running cattle of 100 head, so it brought us down to 535 cattle on this 
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allotment that had been used for 1,500 head of cattle in the early 
days. So we think our allotment is better than it was in those days. 
In fact, in 1918 I rode the allotment and helped gather the cattle 
off of it and it was pretty badly beat up. The cattle were gathered 
in September, but with these numbers taken off of there, we think 
now our cattle are doing very well and have been for the last several 


rs. 

But the Forest Service has given us a range survey the last 2 years 
with this survey method that they are using, and they tell us now that 
we have a 55 percent reduction coming. Well, we’ve only got 535 
head of cattle and there are 5 of us into it, so you can see what is 
going to happen to us pretty plain if this take place; this reduction. 

o I don’t know what they will do about it, but we have done every- 
thing that they wanted us to, that we could do, and the last figures 
that we had at a meeting this fall, the ranger recommended that 
over a period of years that we and the Government spend $15,000 on 
this range. Well, that sounds pretty big to us. 

But we still think that we could run these cattle for another 25 
years, or maybe 50 years as we are running them and the grass 
would be as good as it is now and the country would be that much 
better off and we would be that much better off. 

I think I have had quite a bit of experience in range surveys. I 
have worked with those fellows several times and the method that 
we use, that they use nowadays, and always have used, the only 
reason that we haven’t been put out of business before is that they 
didn’t survey the range often enough. If they would survey the 
range—every range survey that I know anything about has been 
from a 30 to a 60 or 80 percent cut regardless of what the grass looks 
like. We have pretty good grass on our areas and we have got a 55 
percent cut coming, and I honestly think if they take our cattle off 
of there and wait 5 years, go back and range survey it the same 
method, they will want somebody to take another 55 percent reduc- 
tion. 

That may sound funny; it does, but I think it is a fact. I don’t 
think if the range survey in this western country on these mountain 
ranges that you can raise grass and cattle or sheep on the same ground. 
Thank you very much. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Mink; we appreciate your state- 
ment. 

Mr. Minx. I'll give you this to put in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT? OF Roy J. Minx, GoopiNne, IDAHO 


We have taken approximately a 20 percent cut in the past 3 years, which we 
feel is a substantial reduction to help the allotment enough so it will improve in 
years to come, barring a severe drought or some other climatic conditions. Our 
cattle are doing well on this range; our March calves weigh 450 pounds in 
November which is about as good as can be expected on most any mountain 
range. In our case, we need to run our present allotment, which is 535 cattle, 
the 314 months. It takes that time and numbers to make a unit that can be 
operated economically and still not damage the range. We cannot have less 
than this and operate. 

So, if we are to take a 55 percent cut then it constitutes our forced removal 
from the range. 
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We feel the range survey method as practiced by the grazing service is totally 
inadequate and inefficient for this purpose. Everytime a survey is made the 
result is usually a 30-60 percent reduction regardless of grass conditions. 

Senator Moss. Thank you. Mr. Asmussen, from Payette, over in 
the western part of the State. 


STATEMENT OF ERNEST ASMUSSEN, PRESIDENT, PAYETTE 
VALLEY CATTLE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Asmussen. Mr. Senator and Mr. Carver, my name is Ernest 
Asmussen of Payette, Idaho; I am president of the Payette Valley 
Cattle Association, who range their cattle on the Boise National Forest 
approximately 75 miles north of Boise on the west mountain range. 

Our association allotment has been gradually reduced by process of 
transfer of permits and reductions by the Forest Service to about 60 
percent of the number being grazed 10 or 12 years ago. Our associa- 
tion has cooperated with the Forest Service in reseeding, fencing, and 
range management through these years to increase the amount of feed 
and cover on our allotment. Yet, in August of 1958, after a range 
inspection tour with the ranger at that time, who, having been in our 
district for only 7 months, made a recommendation to the district 
supervisor that our allotment was depleted to such an extent that there 
definitely should be no grazing for a period of 5 years; but 2 months 
later, at an association meeting he made the statement that he had 
been hasty and agreed it should take more study to decide the carrying 
capacity of our range. This time would be 1959-60. 

To our knowledge this was his own personal decision without con- 
sulting anyone who was acquainted with the range history, conditions, 
etc. The ranger who made this flash decision won himself a nice 
promotion to the head office in Ogden, Utah. 

We, as cattlemen, have one way of telling the condition of the range 
and we feel that it is a very good one. That is the condition of our 
cattle as they come off the forest in the fall. Our cows and calves 
consistently come off the forest fat. Calves that were born in Febru- 
ary and March will weigh 550 pounds by mid-October; we are very 
happy about this condition. 

Our allotments at the present time are so low that further reduc- 
tion in numbers of cattle would make it economically impossible to 
operate. We feel that if this practice is continued to be carried out 
in the West, it will definitely affect the economy of the entire Nation. 

We recommend that it be possible to appeal any reduction in carry- 
ing capacity to our own local Federal district court. 

We also recommend that promotions of the Forest Service officials 
be based on their ability to increase the amount of beef taken from 
the districts, along with water conservation practices, rather than by 
simply eliminating the cattle grazed on an area so it could grow up 
to grass and foliage to be burned off by fire along with many thou- 
sands of feet of valuable timber. 

We firmly believe that the plans of the Forest Service, and those 
groups that are urging them to do so, are completely to eliminate 
grazing on our allotment. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Asmussen; I appreciate that. 

Mr. Duane Brent, of Weiser. 
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STATEMENT OF DUANE BRENT, PRESIDENT, HITT MOUNTAIN 
CATTLE ASSOCIATION ; 


Mr. Brent. Mr. Chairman, committee members, ladies and gentle- 
men, I am Duane Brent, from Weiser, Idaho in Washington County. 
I am here to represent the Hitt Mountain Cattle Association, which 
runs cattle in the Payette National Forest, which is an allotment. 

We have an allotment on this forest. This allotment lays north of 
Weiser. I have a few grievances here I might read to you about the 
way we feel about the Forest Service, in regard to their proposed 50 
percent cut which they have threatened us with within the next 2 

ears. 

. We believe the Forest Service is very unfair in arriving at their 
range analysis because— 

(1) They place their key areas for range observations in very im- 
practical places. 

(2) They do not consider browse and cheet grass to be of any value 
for grazing, when it definitely does constitute a large part of forage 
for the cattle using this allotment. 

(3) Steeper slopes are ruled out as unusable when they are definitely 
grazed by the cattle. 

(4) The flesh and condition of the cattle using this allotment has 
steadily improved over the years and the cattle leave this range in the 
fall in real good condition and flesh, yet the Forest Service will not 
consider this fact in their range analysis. 

(5) We permittees believe that many Forest Service decisions are 
based on sketchy observations, on academic theory and faulty judg- 
ment, 

The Forest Service has done practically nothing on this allotment 
to improve the range. ; ; 

On January 80, 1951, a hearing was held in Boise, Idaho, con- 
cerning the Forest Service policies. Attending were sheep and cattle 
permittees of the entire Payette National Forest, I. M. Varner, of 
the Ogden Forest Office, and Jack Kooch, supervisor of the Payette 
National Forest. At this meeting, Jack Kooch promised that every 
possible means would be used to improve the range on our allotment 
before the permits would be cut, but practically nothing has been done 
by the Forest Service to improve the range. 

_ The expense of building stock ponds has been practically all car- 
ried by the cattle association. Association suggestions of building 
many more water ponds, spraying brush and reseeding have been dis- 
regarded. 

The Forest Service spent at least $8,700 on an impractical and range 
use hindrance grass plot, but yet they will not adequately repair the 
existing boundary fences to hold out nonpermitted cattle or do any 
other range improvement. I might add that we have had quite a bat- 
tle with the Forest Service in trying to get them to keep up their 
boundary fences so that nonpermitted cattle will not drift onto the 
forest range, which, whenever they do, why, we suffer the conse- 
quences. 

The Forest Service charges all ills of public lands to stock grazing. 
Their only method of range construction is reduction. Thank you. 
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Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Brent. Mr. Brown, Grundy Brown, 
of Nampa. Is Mr. Brown here? 


STATEMENT OF GRUNDY BROWN 


Mr. Brown. Senator Moss, Mr. Carver, ladies and gentlemen I am 
Grundy Brown, from Nampa. I am not a livestock man, I guess you 
all know, but very closely associated with it. I am here today repre- 
senting a committee formed within the framework of the Southern 
Idaho Industrial Research Council. Our sole purpose for existing is 
to study the plight of the livestock industry in Idaho and in the West. 

We have advanced some in that line. We know well the impact 
of the cuts that are being perpetrated are having on the economy of 
Idaho. This has been going on for many years to my personal know]- 
edge, having lived in Idaho since 1903 and having been closely asso- 
ciated with the livestock industry. I can testify from my own 
knowledge that the sheep industry has suffered in the last 25 years 
a reduction of 50 percent or better; cattle not so much, but they are 
now being reduced greatly. We know that not only the livestock 
men themselves as individuals are suffering from this, but all service 
industries in the West feel the impact. 

We in the West purchase all of our commodities, the things we use, 
the things we farm with, our machinery, all must come from the 
manufacturers in the East, and in order for us to have the money to 
buy them with we must send something east to bring that money back, 
and livestock has always been one of our greatest exports from this 
country. And we feel that in watching the livestock industry over 
the years, we have seen the livestock, the product of the range and the 
forest, gradually increase in quality, in weight. They come out fatter 
in the fall. 

I can specifically say in regard to the lambs that when I first started 
hauling lambs out of the forest, about 60 percent of the lambs were 
feeders and 40 percent fats. Today that has been reversed to where 
85 percent of the lambs that come out of the forest go to the killing 
plants as fat lambs; about 15 percent are feeders. Of those feeders 
a great many of them are shipped into Omaha and spread over the 
Mississippi and Missouri River Valleys to eat up that surplus corn 
and become fat lambs for the Chicago market later in the fall. 

This year we saw thousands of head of calves come off of the grass 
weighing from 375 to 475 pounds early in the fall. Many, many of 
those were shipped directly east to Denver, there to be sold to go far- 
ther east for feeding. 

This isn’t entirely a matter of the West: it affects the economy of 
the whole Nation. Weare told we are facing an explosion in popula- 
tion. Weare now importing beef, and why we should curtail through 
a bureaucratic idea that I don’t know where it comes from, I’m not 
attempting to say, but why we should curtail the production of a food 
product that is now in short supply and being imported in great 
pane in the face of this vast increase in population that we are 

acing. 

seen Moss. Thank you, Mr. Brown. We will now hear from 
Mr. T. C. Waddoups, member of the Idaho State Tax Commission. 
He is also chairman of tlie Idaho State Advisory Board for the BLM. 
Mr. Waddoups. 
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STATEMENT OF T. C. WADDOUPS 


Mr. Wanpvours. My name is T. C. Waddoups. I live at Moore. I 
am a livestock operator. I operate in Custer and Butte Counties, and 
I run on the Challis National Forest and I run on the Bureau of Land 
Management both in Custer and Butte Counties, and I am in district 
3, headquarters at Idaho Falls. 

I might state that we were the first ones in Idaho to be reduced on 
account of the withdrawal of 572,000 acres for the AEC withdrawal 
in eastern Idaho. At that time I was running three bands of ewes 
and lambs in the summertime and due to that withdrawal, I knew 
that we would no longer have any spring and fall range, so I dis- 
posed of two bands of ewes and lambs and now I have a forest permit 
tor 1,700 sheep remaining. 

I am sure that I can cooperate in the remarks of Mr. Schodde 
and John Breckenridge, and I will rest my case, if I may, with their 
remarks. 

As far as the Taylor grazing and the forest are concerned, it seems 
to me that our only out, and it was the consensus of the State Graz- 
ing Board—we make recommendations to the Congress, and all con- 
gressional districts from Idaho have gotten a letter to that effect, 
to the amount in addition to what we have now of $500,000, and I am 
sure if we get this money from the Congress and we get some co- 
operation in the Congress, we hope you boys won’t play politics back 
there with us poor old livestock boys out here, and give us some con- 
sideration and give us an appropriation so that we can reseed and do 
some spraying on the sagebrush so that we can grow more grass. 

And to me, we have lost so much range through withdrawals from 
the Federal Government that we only have so much left and we, 
as users of the public domain, are perfectly willing to go 50-50 with 
the Federal Government if they will come along and go 50-50 with 
the costs of the reseeding and the improvement of these ranges. 

I speak of eastern Idaho and District No. 3, and I think the rest of 
the districts will go along on that percentage basis. I know we will 
in eastern Idaho. And that, it seems to me, is our only out. 

I remember a statement—I am not going to mention the man’s 
name—some 10 years ago told us livestock people that due to these 
withdrawals that we better get our own house in order, and I have 
never forgotten that statement and I know that I had to get my own 
house in order and I have made substantial investments in real prop- 
erty to sustain the remaining livestock that I am privileged to operate 
on the public domain and the forest. I figured some time ago, and 
I have in the neighborhood of $3 invested in real property for every 
dollar I’ve got invested in livestock to sustain that livestock and that 
real property doesn’t bring any revenue whatsover. The only revenue 
that I take is from the livestock itself, and that is a terrible invest- 
ment to run these livestock, and I am still ready to go along and in- 
vest some more money if we can get the Federal Government and the 
Congress to make these appropriations so that we can continue to 
improve these ranges so that we can live with them, because the econ- 
omy of this State depends entirely on livestock. Agriculture in Idaho 
is the only factor that we have, save the panhandle of north Idaho 
which has mines and timber, and agriculture itself, I am sure that 
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about one-third of all the income from all of agriculture in the State 
of Idaho comes from livestock. That is a very substantial amount. 

You, Senator Church, Senator Dworshak, Congressman Budge, 
Congresswoman Pfost have those recommendations, those letters from 
the State advisory board, and if necesary I can file one for the record 
here. You have them; if you have them it won’t be necessary. 

Senator Moss. We have a copy of the letter here and that can be 
made part of the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


IpAHO STATE ADVISORY BOARD, 
BuREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, 
Boise, Idaho, January 11, 1960. 
Hon. FRANK CHURCH, 
US. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear FRANK: I am sure you are familiar with our grazing organization set up 
under the Taylor Grazing Act and organized as a State grazing advisory board. 
This group is comprised of representatives of each advisory board throughout 
the entire State. Each district sends a cattleman, a sheepman and wildlife 
representative to attend the State meeting which is held with the Bureau of 
Land Management. This group, in turn, has a representative both for the cat- 
tlemen and the sheepmen who meet annually with the Bureau of Land. Manage- 
ment in Washington, D.C., to recommend policies and procedures for the Bureau 
of ‘Land: Management. 

We have just recently completed the State meeting here in Idaho and I want 
you to know personally the people that were present at this meeting so you will 
have an idea of those represented and of their variable interests over the State. 
These men were: 


Cattle representatives: 
Milford Vaught, Bruneau, Idaho 
Robert Literal, May, Idaho 
Vern Montgomery, Rupert, Idaho 
Milton Jones, Malad, Idaho 
Harvey Walker, Arco, Idaho 
Sheep representatives : 
James Russell, Mountain Home, Idaho 
Ralph Faulkner, Gooding, Idaho 
Ray Lincoln, Twin Falls, Idaho 
T. C. Waddoups, Moore, Idaho (chairman) 
Floyd Whitaker, Leadore, Idaho 
Wildlife representative: Garnet Kidd, Burley, Idaho 


At this meeting just completed, we spent a great deal of time giving thought 
to some of the problems which are facing the livestock industry, wildlife, inter- 
ests, and agriculture. As a matter of fact, in facing this our primary respon- 
sibility is to consider livestock and wildlife problems; however, in doing that 
we, in effect, deal with very broad agricultural interests throughout the State 
and, as a matter of fact, the plans and procedures set up here have a material 
effect on the economy of the entire State of Idaho, the tax structures, and all 
related industries, because of the closely interwoven business here that is asso- 
ciated with all of the other agricultural and localized businesses throughout the 
State and anything that we do may have a direct effect upon all of us, locally 
and nationally. 

Statistics here show that even the livestock industry alone constitutes the 
largest single agricultural source of income in the State, and as you know, in 
Idaho some 65 percent of our lands are in Federal ownership; therefore, all of 
the primary industries are largely dependent upon the utilization of these lands. 

Dealing strictly with the Bureau of Land Management these lands, prior to 
the enactment of the Taylor Grazing Act, suffered various abuses; they were 
uncontrolled and are in areas often of low precipitation and where growing 
conditions do not readily recover from this past history. For these reasons 
the lands have been slow to develop a high carrying capacity on the range. 
The Bureau of Land Management has been progressing as rapidly as possible 
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under its program to revegetate these lands. Under the Taylor Grazing Act, 
the funds which are returned to the State through our advisory boards have 
contributed a large portion of these moneys to supplement these rehabilitation 
programs. Many individual operators have at various times contributed per- 
sonal funds and labor and materials to the revegetation of these lands. Despite 
these combined efforts, this program is entirely inadequate to meet the required 
demand. 

At this particular time, we are faced with a new problem which has been 
increasing over the past 10 years, in the development of subterranean water 
and more efficient farming methods so a large acreage of land is patented for 
agricultural uses as well as development for recreational and small tract pur- 
poses. The acreage taken from our gross Federal range amounts to some 40,000 
to 50,000 acres annually. In addition to this, we have been restricted from 
extensive areas throughout Idaho for military purposes. These areas, including 
the atomic energy program, amount to almost 1 million acres in Idaho. 

The only possible way the livestock industry can continue to operate will be 
to increase the carrying capacity on the remaining Federal lands with an ac- 
celerated program of range revegetation to protect the millions of dollars in- 
vested in base properties and related industries. Conservative use of the range 
is being practiced, many advantages are being taken for the development of 
water, but with the use of all these range conservation measures, the threat to 
reduce the stocking is always existent. 

For these reasons we are at this time taking the liberty of presenting our 
problem to you and respectfully requesting that you make every effort to in- 
erease the Bureau of Land Management appropriation for Idaho for range 
rehabilitation purposes. It is the thinking of this group that the appropriation 
for the coming year and future years for Idaho would need to be increased over 
past funds received by at least $500,000 to take care of this condition and to 
start the program adequately to meet the growing problem we are now facing. 

To particularly demonstrate the facts in Idaho and to show how this will 
improve the natural resources, prevent erosion, and protect watersheds as well 
as furnish additional carrying capacity, we have obtained from the Bureau of 
Land Management data on long range conservation needs in Idaho which 
indicate there are 1,340,000 acres reseeding and 2,675,000 acres brush control 
requiring treatment. 

At our regular meeting just completed, in an effort to specifically point out 
this problem and get immediate action, the following resolution was adopted: 

“Idaho State Advisory Board goes on record as requesting additional funds for 
rehabilitation of Bureau of Land Management lands in Idaho.” 

In consideration of the above resolution, it is our thinking that you should 
feel free to call upon any livestock man in the State of Idaho, any wildlife 
interests, the Idaho Cattlemen’s Association, the Idaho Woolgrowers Association, 
the lending institutions and any other interested agricultural or local businesses. 
We feel this is definitely a step toward improving the natural resources in the 
State of Idaho. This program is going to be of specific benefit to all industries 
and an investment in conservation which is beneficial to every taxpayer and 
citizen of the entire State. 

In referring this matter to your attention, we want you to know that you may 
feel free to call upon me personally for any further information, or anyone else 
that we have indicated here. We certainly solicit your aid in this matter as 
soon as possible. 

Sincerely yours, 
T. C. Wappoups, Chairman. 


Mr. Wavpvovrs. I as been asked to make a statement as to the 
percent of valuation of the State of Idaho that livestock represents. 
[ haven’t that figure with me; I didn’t know that I would be called 
on to give that figure, but I can get that figure from the State office 
in Boise within a week’s time or such a matter, and I will see that it 
is forwarded to you, Senator Moss. 

Senator Moss. That will be fine, sir, and then we will put that in 
the record also. 

Mr. Wappours. I want that in the record also. Now, I want to 
make a statement as to the percentage of full cash value that livestock 
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are assessed in Idaho today, as compared with other property in the 
State of Idaho. 

To begin with, all real property in the State of Idaho today is 
assessed at about 16 percent of its full cash value. Livestock values 
are assessed at 18 to 20 and they have been assessed as high as 25 per- 
cent of their full cash value. And I asked the assessor in Bonneville 
County what he was assessing these new housing projects in Bonne- 
ville County due to the immigration in Bonneville County from AEC, 
and he told me that he was assessing them about 10 percent of their 
full cash value, so the livestock people are assessed almost twice what 
the housing projects in Idaho are assessed, and far greater than the 
average property in the State of Idaho arevassessed. 

We feel the stock growers in Idaho have always been good tax- 
payers and always willing to pay their part of the taxes, both for 
State, county and school operations. They are good citizens and 
they are the backbone of our agricultural area in Idaho. 

If there is an question on this tax deal, I will answer it if I can. 
If I can’t, I will get the answer for you. 

gNeaie Moss. Thank you very much, Mr. Waddoups; I appreciate 
that. 

Mr. Russell Anderson, from Mackay, county commissioner of 
Custer County. Is Mr. Anderson here? Apparently not. Mr. Lar- 
sen, Bud Larsen, who is the chairman of the County Commissioners, 
Twin Falls County. 


STATEMENT OF BUD LARSEN, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS, TWIN FALLS COUNTY 


Mr. Larsen. Senator Moss, Mr. Carver, I would like to take this 
time to read into the minutes resolution No. 22 as passed at the last 
Idaho Cattlemen’s Association meeting, and then, after reading the 
resolution, I would like to explain the meeting, what prompted the 
resolution, and then some figures that I think sustain the resolution. 

This resolution reads: 


RESOLUTION No. 22 


Whereas the Idaho Association of Commissioners and Clerks in Priest Lake 
passed the following resolution: 

Whereas about 65 percent of the lands of the State of Idaho are publicly 
owned, and 

Whereas much of the economy of the several counties is directly affected by 
the administrative policies of the agencies of the Government which controls 
the land: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That any change in policy, carrying capacity, ete., that affects the 
tax structure within the counties, come under the jurisdiction of the county 
commissioners. 

Whereas large amounts of tax money are raised from the assessed value of 
range livestock; and 

Whereas we feel that competent legal counsel is needed to protect the live- 
stock industry of the State of Idaho, in Washington, D.C.: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That sufficient moneys be appropriated properly to finance these 
activities of the public lands committee. 

Whereas we feel that this action will assist to stabilize the livestock industry 
in Idaho: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Idaho Cattlemen’s Association endorse this action and 
urge the commissioners of the 44 counties in Idaho to appropriate or earmark 
one-hundredth of 1 mill of the current expense fund of these counties to finance 
this important work of the public lands committee of the Idaho Association of 
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Commissioners and Clerks and Interstate Association of Public Land Counties; 
be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of the Idaho Cattlemen’s Association endeavor 
to secure the support of the Wool Growers’ Association and send copies of the 
resolution to Glenn Reed, president, County Commission, Sandpoint, Idaho; 
Forrest E. Cooper, counsel, Lakeview, Oreg.; F. L. Phipps, executive secretary, 
The Dalles, Oreg.—all of the Interstate Association of Public Land Counties, 
and also to J. R. Seeley, president, Hazelton, Idaho; C. L. Swenson, executive 
secretary, Preston, Idaho, and J. M. Meckelson, Priest River, chairman of public 
lands committee—all of the Idaho Association of Commissioners and Clerks, 
and to the chairmen of the board of county commissioners of the 44 counties of 
Idaho, and also to the Idaho Wool Grower’s Association. 

For enlightenment of this thing, I have been a county commissioner 
in Twin Falls County a year and approximately 3 weeks at the present 
time. We have been engaged in the cattle business, livestock business, 
probably all our lives. I have been in it, cowboying for my dad since 
I was 14. I have served on Taylor Grazing Board, Burley, for 15 
years. Been chairman of the State board, State forest advisory board, 
for I don’t know how many years; served as president of my own local 
association, Western Stock Growers Association, in the Ganon River 
Cattlemen’s Association, which is a Nevada corporation. So I feel 
that I am competent to make some statements about relationships with 
the Forest Service, BLM problems that I have been personally 
acquainted with. 

After I was sworn into this office of county commissioner of Twin 
Falls: County, I received a letter informing me that I had been 
appointed vice chairman of the public lands committee of this asso- 
ciation of county commissioners and clerks, which in July, until I 
was elected to public office, I didn’t even know existed. So to find out 
what I-was vice chairman of, I made a trip to Salt Lake last summer, 
found out they had quite an organization. Just like all organizations, 
they are trying to.do something but they didn’t have any money to do 
anything with. Idaho had been contributing to this organization 
some $500 a year when they could get it. 

So, through an effort of mine and a Mr. Michaelson, who lives in 
Priest Lake, who is chairman of this particular committee, we got talk- 
ing about it, we both went to this convention, had this resolution passed, 
which I thought that we had reasonable chance of getting it sup- 
ported by the Idaho Cattlemen’s Association. We had a copy of this 
resolution sent to the wool growers; we hope they will support it. 

I found in this meeting down at Salt Lake that quite a few of the 
county commissioners are quite concerned about what is happening 
to their tax structure. We find that we have a big Government that 
has developed over a period; I remember when it started. I got a 
depression degree out of the University of Idaho along about 1931. I 
was going to school and I found Dad had quite a time selling enough 
cattle to pay the- hired man, so I had to come home and go to work. 
So after 2 years in the University of Idaho I had to come home with 
a depression degree, and I never got back. 

Well; now we are running into the same thing and the commissioners 
at that meeting are quite concerned over all of this withdrawal of 
parks, wilderness‘areas, what is happening to their tax structure. 

SoI done a little research with my own taxes. That isthe only place 
that I had any place to get any figures that made sense to me was study- 
ing what happened to my own taxes, and with your indulgence, I 
would like to inform you how I analyzed my own. 
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Now, all of my property is not within the corporate limits of any 
town, so this is strictly county taxes without any city taxes added 
to it. I find that if you live in Kimberly and have a ranch out at 
Rock Creek that your total assessed valuation that you pay per hun- 
dred dollars, where I live, is $8. People that would come to me after 
I was county commissioner and say, “Where are my silly taxes go- 
ing?” Well, I didn’t know where his were going, and the only thing 
I knew was figure out where I thought mine were going, give him that 
answer and maybe he could figure out his own. So this is what I 
came up with: 

The $8 that I pay on $100 assessed valuation is broken down per- 
centagewise thus: A State levy which is assessed, the State takes for 
some reason I don’t know, I know very little about State government, 
gets 6.5 percent of the tax dollar that I pay to our local county treas- 
ury. The schools take 61.8 percent. County government itself, the 
sheriff’s office, etc., the attorney’s office, district court, what have you, 
jury fees, take 6.8 percent of the money I spend. Health and welfare 
takes 13.1 percent. Special services in this county, which is composed 
of the weed department, the Twin Falls County Fair, on our reevalua- 
tion program takes 2.3 percent, and the money we pay to the county 
in form of roads, 9.5 percent, which I come out right, it equals 100 
percent when I added them all up. 

So a cow in Twin Falls County is valued at $25, which means that 
if you’ve got four cows, that is $100. You pay your taxes on four cows, 
that’s eight bucks, so one cow pays a fourth of it, that’s $2. So out of 
that cow every year, the State takes 13 cents, the school takes $1.236, 
county government costs the old cow 17.6 cents, health and welfare 
takes 26.2 cents, services takes 4.6 cents, and our county roads cost the 
old cow 19 cents. 

Now, I have some more figures about the county valuation of the 
State of Idaho. The State of Idaho, assessed valuation of the State 
of Idaho, according to the 1958 figures, is $63,140,378. The largest 
county with the highest assessed valuation is Ada, which is roughly 
$80 million. Wein Twin Falls County have an assessed valuation of 
roughly $41 million. One of the smallest counties is $2,700,000. 

This organization, I found out I was a part of, are quite concerned 
due to the fact that the cost of running county government, it seems 
like in spite of all you can do, increases the same as running any other 
government. We have absolutely no way of raising money with the 
exception of taxing and assessing real and personal property. At that 
meeting it seems to be the problem of pretty near every commissioner 
that goes there is what is happening to his assessed valuation. What is 
the answer? If the assessed valuations go down, do you have to run 
to the State legislature every year and ask them to raise the legal 
limits which you can tax these people, or are we going to try to get our 
assessed valuation up so we can live with the tax limits which we are 
limited by ? 

The poor fund, which is one of the big ones in Twin Falls County, 
Canyon County, Nez Perce County, they are the people who live in 
low elevations, people come in there to retire. Ada County isn’t 
bothered by it because people with money retire there; people without 
money, it seems like, settle in Twin Falls and these smaller places. And 
it is very disturbing to lose your assessed valuation and have to run to 
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the State legislature every 2 years and say, “We’ve run out of money. 
You have to raise the limit of our taxing ability on these people so we 
can—the few haves we have left can afford to feed the have-nots.” 
It’s a vicious cycle. 

This one-hundredth of 1 mill would cost the people of the State of 
Idaho, if they would go along with it, $6,340. Twin Falls County’s 
share of that would be $413 or $414. We feel we’ve got something that 
will help the livestock industry combat this thing where we have been 
viewing with alarm and pointing with damn little pride to the things 
that we have accomplished at these meetings to settle our dispute with 
the agencies that says whether he can run cattle or sheep. And I 
think this is one form of government which we can use to help us in 
our analyzation of these problems. We have a million meetings like 
this, that I have been to, and we always come up with the same amount 
of organized confusion. 

And with that I hope that I have explained that. I hope I have got 
my point over. I get kind of mad about it when I think about it, but 
that is the purpose. I wanted to read that resolution into the minutes 
and I wanted to try to put over some of the thinking that prompted 
passing the resolution. 

I think it is a serious problem. I think that our livestock industry 
is a very fundamental part of the existence of county government: 
That is a bare tax that comes out of the old cow on the range. That 
doesn’t take into consideration the various businesses such as truck- 
ing, sale rings, which also in themselves, which are set up to make 
money out of the existence of cattle in here. 

That I think is something that we should pursue, and I am cer- 
tainly glad, Senator, to get a chance to put my feelings in the matter 
in the record, regardless of how good or bad I have put them over. 
Thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Larsen. 

We have now heard 60 witnesses and been in session a little over 6 
hours. This completes the number of witnesses whose names I had 
listed here. I am willing, however, to hear any others who have come 
here with the purpose in mind of testifying before this hearing. I 
do not think it would serve any purpose to simply repeat what has 
been said by other witnesses, but 1f anyone has a particular point of 
view that he would like to have put in the record as part of this 
hearing, he has come here for that purpose, I will hear those wit- 
nesses now. Feel free to come forward if you would like to testify 
at this hearing. 

As I pointed out in the beginning, we have welcomed representa- 
tives of the Government departments here. They were not called 
upon today to testify because this hearing was set primarily to hear 
the point of view of the land users and the problems that they had 
encountered in the State of Idaho. In fairness, however, the Gov- 
ernment departments, of course, will be given an opportunity to ex- 
press their point of view or make explanation of the things that have 
been said here by others who have testified today; and I wanted to 
assure the representatives of the Bureau of Land Management, the 
Forest Service, and any others that they would be given an opportunity 
to present for the record such material or comments as they would 
like to make. 
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As I announced earlier also, this record will be held open for 2 


weeks time for any citizen here who has further remarks that he 
would like to have put in the record. In one or two instances we 


have reserved figures which are going to come in. If people did not 
get a chance to testify and would like to have their point of view 
expressed, they may send directly to me, just U.S. Senate, Washington, 
D.C., the comments or they can send it to the Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee of the Senate and the comments or remarks will 
be placed in the record. 

Besides Mr. Carver, who has been here today representing Senator 


Church, Richard Callaghan is also with us, who is the staff director 
of the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee. Mr, Callaghan is 


from Montana, also your close neighbor, and I am sure his State is 
encountering some of the problems we have been hearing about in 


the State of Idaho. 


I want to express my appreciation for the very expeditious and 
orderly hearing which we have had. I believe all of the witnesses 


who have appeared have expressed themselves well and have utilized 
the time properly. We have not trespassed on the time of others, 


and I am delighted that we were able to hear 60 witnesses here today. 
I appreciate your courtesy to me, and with that we will declare the 


hearing closed for today. 
The hearing adjourned at 5 :30 p.m.) : wre 
At the request of Senator Church, the following communication 


was ordered printed in the record :) 
U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
February 4, 1960. 
Hon. Frep A, SEATON, 
Secretary of the Interior, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. SECRETARY: At my request, the Public Lands Subcommittee recently 
held a hearing at Twin Falls, Idaho, on grazing problems. Senator Frank E. 
Moss presided, and 60 witnesses, all users of the Federal range (both BLM and 
Forest Service), vigorously objected to the pattern of reductions being applied 
to them. In many cases, these cuts are equivalent to an order to get out of the 
livestock business. 

. I realize that your Department administers only the Taylor Grazing Act 
lands, and not the Forest Service. As to these lands, the only conclusion that 
could be reached from the testimony was that the management officials feel that 
the range is deteriorating, and rapidly. The range users do not agree that the 
range is or has deteriorated to the extent that cuts of up to 80 percent in the 
carrying capacity are justified. But if such a trend is present, then it certainly 
seems to me that your Department has an affirmative duty to try to reverse it. 
As I understand it, the soil and moisture and weed control programs were inaug- 
urated for this purpose. 

'. Thus it is that I am shocked to learn that you have asked for less money for 
both soil and moisture conservation and for weed control in fiscal year 1961 
than in fiscal year 1960. In Idaho, the very valuable beet leaf hopper program 
would be cut out entirely under your 1961 budget requests. 

Livestock operations constitute a major fraction of total agricultural income 
in Idaho, and Idaho is an agriculture State. I will have occasion, as soon as 
I have reviewed the transcript of the Idaho hearings, to consult with you about 
land management decisions which are causing such havoc in this industry. In 
the meantime, however, I hope you will furnish to the Senate Appropriations 
Committee when you appear there on February 8, a detailed explanation of 
your plans for range rehabilitation work, and the reasons why you have cut back 
your estimates as to the amount of money you need for this work. 

Sincerely, 7 
Frank Cuurca, U.S. Senator. 
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(The following statements, communications, and exhibits were filed 


with the subeommittee during, and after hearing and were ordered 
printed :) 


STATEMENT OF Mrs. HARVEY PETERSON, LEADORE, IDAHO 


Senator Moss, gentlemen, my husband operates the ranch of his mother. 
This ranch through the years has been cut from 400 to 43 cattle. If we didn’t 
have all the animals we had to put on forest and BLM lands our allotment was 
cut, and when we got our herds built up, we have been cut, because of our 
grazing. 

Big operators are getting bigger, because they have AUM’s on paper that is 
never cut. 

If we take a 40 percent cut now, the big operator takes a cut on his paper or 
nonuse cattle. The little operator moves off and the big operator takes the 
feed and gets bigger, while the little rancher is out of business. 

And I may add also that it is the men who are raising families that are losing 
out on the property. The big operators have no families, and are taking over 
the land, while the little operator raises the future farmers to be slaves to these 
big operators. 

How do these operators get so many units of nonuse and get bigger while 
others get smaller? 


BELLEVUE, IpAno, January 29, 1960. 
U.S. SENATE PusLic LAND COM MITTEF. 


GENTLEMEN : I definitely believe in a reduction in the permits and number 
of sheep or time, that would bring the range back to standard and I believe that 
it wouldn’t have to be so drastic, if every man would take their cut equally. 
To make myself clear, we will take two sheep operators that have run sheep 
side by side from 20 to 30 years in the same range units. The first man ran 
from 6,000 to 8,000 head of sheep year in and year out and had somewhere near 
the same amount of nonuse because the BLM allowed this man to run after 
the cut the same number of sheep he had run all the previous years in same 
units, but took his cut in nonuse only. This did not go anywhere or do anything 
toward bringing back the vegetation and ranges destroyed. 

I will now explain the second man which was cut. This man had run between 
1,500 and 2,000 head in the same units and the same ranges as the first man, 
over a long period of years, but had no nonuse. This man was taken out of 
all of the units where he had run for years and placed in the Wildhorse and 
Timmerman units, where the cut was as much as 59 percent and when they 
got done with his cut and notified him what he was allowed, he was allowed 
a permit to graze on the BLM 30 days in the spring and 12 days in the fall. 
This man has to cut his sheep practically in half in order to have enough time 
in the spring on the desert until his summer range is ready. This man also 
has a large amount of private owned grazing land in the foothills and no forest 
reserve. This automatically devaluates the private owned grazing land, because 
he is forced to go to the private land for the lack of time on the BLM to protect 
his full amount of sheep. This automatically shows favoritism to the first 
man that had the nonuse by allowing him to stay on the BLM until the forest 
reserves open because he has no private grazing land and has forest permit for 
his entire amount of sheep. This is just one pattern of which there are many 
like it. 

93 





Y4 GRAZING ON PUBLIC DOMAIN LANDS 


Still relating to private owned grazing lands. Referring to all grazing lands 
in the foothills throughout the State of Idaho which were filed on by home- 
steaders long before the Taylor Grazing Act became a law, and are now under 
neavy taxation and owned principally by livestock operators. Almost all the 
creek bottoms and the good grazing lands near the water are in these private 
land holdings. The BLM has land scattered through these private lands, but 
the biggest share of the BLM holdings within these private lands is principally 
shale rock, poor vegetation and no water without trespassing across private 
lands, they are now charging 50 percent on and 50 percent off which is devaluat- 
ing the private land equal to theirs. This is laying the pattern to reduce in 
permits on their land which would automatically devaluate to the private 
owned grazing land, and they have never made a range survey of their holdings 
to know the actual grazing capacity of their land. I am speaking of this from 
experience and I know they have never made a survey to know exactly where 
their land lays. As I see it, it is only a haphazard way of running business 
in charging 50 percent on and 50 percent off as they are now doing. 

I am not proposing anything that would prohibit any sensible use of our 
Government in any way only when it has a devaluating effect upon our free 
enterprise system, of which is exactly being done by the BLM to our private 
owned grazing lands. The BLM has in their hands one of the largest natural 
resources that this Nation has and it is at their disposal. The land, the 
mineral, the timber, et cetera that they have under their control and the power 
that is bestowed upon them by the Taylor Grazing Act. If they earry on as 
they are now and devaluate a little here and a little there as they are doing 
on private grazing lands it may well be the downfall of our free enterprise. 

I have discussed with many livestock and grazing, land owners, about the 
seriousness of their problems in Idaho, pertaining to grazing permits upon the 
public domain and how reductions in grazing rights are affecting private owned 
grazing lands. Livestock men who own large amounts of grazing land and use 
their grazing capacity find reductions in grazing permits upon the public domain 
in which the private lands are used as base properties are placing many of these 
landowners in jeopardy and many operations are finding it almost impossible 
to continue to operate, under heavy tax deeded land and stand up under the 
restrictions and reductions in grazing rights. 

Many of them are seeking ways such as trading the larger part of their graz- 
ing lands for obsolete Federal land in other places to escape taxes. I feel, there 
is no object in owning these lands and paying heavy taxes, under such rules that 
are being placed by the Bureau of Land Management that, I believe, are copied 
from the forest regulations. 

I, for one, think that if something is not done now to stop such reductions and 
restrictions that are devaluating private grazing lands, there is only one solution. 
If we are to abide by the same regulations as the forest reserve who only con- 
tribute a small amount to our schools and roads and community living, then 
there is only one solution for the private grazing landowners and that is to get 
from under heavy taxation if our grazing rights are to be taken away equal to 
the forest reserve livestock operators. 

As you know, almost all the good grazing land in the foothills throughout 
Idaho, and the West as well, was filed upon by homesteaders and is now under 
heavy taxation. It is these private owned grazing lands that I am referring to. 
These lands that were and are used for base property to establish the permits 
upon the public domain, and furnish a larger part of their grazing capacity 
throughout the summer, are being reduced the same as a man who pays a small 
amount on a forest permit to graze his livestock. 

Say a man owns 4,000 acres of grazing land within a given plot, and the 
Government has the same amount, or approximately the same. All of the 
Government’s lands are tied to the farmer’s land, as priority, due to the farmers 
using their land in connection with his private land for many years prior to the 
Taylor Act. To establish the carrying capacity of the lands in question, the 
Bureau of Land Management sends out a young fellow, and in most cases one 
very. inexperienced, to check the vegetation. In most cases this is done with a 
round hoop, the hoop is thrown to the ground, and the grass is clipped inside 
the hoop, and put in a bag and checked for the amount of grass in a certain 
circumference place where it is not too much work to clip the grass inside. Mind 
you this is done on both private and Government lands, and the farmer is never 
asked to go along. . 

Then after this is all done, the livestock man’s carrying capacity on his own 
private land and Government land is judged by these vegetation checks, of 
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which the Bureau of Land Management did not know whether they are checking 
private or Government lands. 

In most cases the Bureau is charging 50 percent on and off, in other words, in 
this haphazard way of devaluating the best grazing lands by classing the Gov- 
ernment lands the same in carrying capacity as the lands that was picked by the 
homesteaders. The lands rejected by the grazing homesteaders, was not any 
good for grazing, is the reason it is not under taxation at this time. If the 
restrictions and reductions is allowed to go on, there will be thousands of tax 
deeded acres work their way back to Federal ownership, because the land is 
already alloted in the given plot, to the livestock operators under priority right 


basis. 
By trading this land back to the Government will be the only way the grazing 


landowners will be able to compete with the livestock owners, who graze their 
livestock on the forest Federal lands, at a very small fee. 

The Bureau also devaluates private land by setting the dates when you shall 
go on and off their livestock setups, for the Government has scattered tracts of 
land throughout the private lands, and if you get on ‘them, of which you can’t 
graze your lands without it, then you are charged for trespassing. 

I feel it is a little late to make or suggest or even ask the questions, “Why the 
grazing landowners are not allowed representation on all adviser boards.” 
Voted there by the landowners only such as the forest reserve and wildlife are 
represented. 

I believe our Congressman should slow up the Bureau of Land Management 
now, in their reductions in grazing permits, which is devaluating private owned 
grazing lands as well as other lands. Such tactics in reductions of grazing 
permits and regulations has.a tendency to destroy our tax structure upon our 
private owned lands and also a very serious blow to our free enterprise. 


Sincerely, 
W. N. Heap. 


RESOLUTION OF THE THORN CREEK CATTLE ASSOCTATION, INC. 


Whereas the Thorn Creek Cattle Association, Inc., passed the following 
resolution : 

Be it resolved, That we urge Congress appropriate additional money to the 
Bureau of Land Management for range improvement projects. In order that de- 
pleted ranges may be rehabilitated and improved to conserve soil and water to 
permit more grazing for range livestock. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
January 22, 1960. 
Mr. T. C. WApbovupPs, 
Chairman, Idaho State Advisory Board, 
Bureau of Land Management, 
Moore, Idaho. 

Dear Mr. WaAppoups: Senator Dworshak is now in Idaho for a few days on 
official business. Enclosed is a supporting memorandum from the Bureau of Land 
Management furnishing the information which was sent to you in Senator 
Dworshak’s letter just before he left for Idaho. 

I thought that you might want this additional information for your file in your 
capacity as chairman of the State advisory council. 

Sincerely yours, 
Eart C. ReyNotps, 
Administrative Assistant to Senator Henry Dworshak. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, 
Washington, D.C., January 19, 1960. 


Hon. Henry C. DworsHak, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR DworsHak: In accordance with your request there is outlined 
below the actual obligations incurred during fiscal year 1959 and the estimated 
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obligations to be incurred during the current fiscal year and the next fiscal year 
in the State of Idaho. There also is shown the acres reseeded under the beet 
leafhopper program during 1959 and the anticipated reseedings during the 
current fiscal year. 


Actual, Estimated, | Estimated, 
1959 1960 1961 


Soil and moisture conservation $287, 632 $291, 000 $266, 000 
Weed control 391, 831 300, 000 125, 000 


Total expenditures 679, 463 591, 000 
Acres reseeded under beet leafhopper program 57, 500 30, 000 
Miles of proteetive fence construction 60 25 


As you know there are no funds included in fiscal year 1961 for continuance 
of the beet leafhopper program. 
Sincerely yours, 
EpWARD Wooz.Ley, Director. 


P.S.—The amounts shown for weed control in fiscal years 1959 and 1960 include 
$300,000 and $175,000 respectively for control of the beet leafhopper. 


LEADORE, IDAHO, February 9, 1960. 
Senator FrRanK E. Moss, 
Interior and Insular Subcommittee, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Sir: I would like to have the following testimony added to that which 
I gave at Twin Falls, Idaho, on January 29, 1960 concerning grazing on BLM 
and Forest Service lands. 

The main purpose of our group was to obtain a congressional investigation 
of the BLM and their records. The primary purpose of this is to find out 
where all the additional nonuse and AWM’s were gathered by so many operators. 
Also to determine if one base property is carrying only one right, instead of two 
or three operators using the same base property for their rights. 

Thank you. 

Yours truly. 
LLOYD CLARK. 


STATEMENT OF JESSE BEDKE, OAKLEY, IDAHO 


My name is Jesse Bedke. I ama cattleman of the Oakley Valley and ‘am carry- 
ing on from my father’s estate who himself was a pioneer of this valley and was 
engaged in the cattle business. 

I have been a victim of the actions of both the Forest Service and Bureau of 
Land Management inasmuch as I have suffered severe cuts of use on the range. 

I am an appellant in a hearing now in the Washington, D.C., Bureau of Land 
Management office, of which for 2 years has never been acted upon. The reason 
for this is that the hearing examiner in part ruled for us appellants on our 
contention that provisions of the Range Code (161.2h) were violated by the 
district manager in determining that “parallel lands” qualified as base property. 

I have also been a victim of trespass upon the public domain, The testimony of 
the Bureau in the case was adjudged conclusive and that I was in willful tres- 
pass. Notwithstanding this fact, 2 Bureau men were in the same pickup and 
their evidence of numbers varied from 6 to 12 head of cattle. One of the wit- 
nesses was asked how he knew what my brand was and he answered he had 
gotten it from the State brand record. In the questioning he admitted he didn’t 
see the brand on all the cattle, yet he knew that 12 were mine, How he knew 
this is very simple—there were 70 head of cattle drifting from the forest to their 
various home ranches, they had to cross BLM lands to get home and were trapped 
in a fence corner when the BLM men saw them. Since they knew nothing of 
reading brands on the cattle and had to resort to the brand book to find my 
brand, and knowing that my permit calls for 17 percent of the cattle on the 
allotment, it was easy to find that 17 percent of 70 equals 12. No one else was 
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trespassed from that same bunch of cattle and 58 head were let go without any 
charges or actions taken by the BLM officials. I do not know to this day what 
became of those 12 head of cattle that were supposed to be mine and to the best 
of my knowledge, I haven’t reclaimed them yet. This incident only proves lack 
of knowledge and malice toward someone, unjustified, prejudiced action, capri- 
cious in nature of some official who is going to change this world overnight. 

Since the hearing examiner in this case is in the same Department, paid from 
the same eash account, subject to lose his job if he ruled against any of the 
comrades, he closed his eyes and went along with the case, giving a ruling he 
himself could not interpret. 

According to my rights as a citizen, I should be entitled to a fair and impartial 
trial. How can this be when the prosecution, judge, and jury are all the same 
department? We are losing fast our constitutional rights as citizens and 
taxpayers. 

It would be a step ahead if the Congress would amend the procedure of appeal 
on protests and give local Federal courts jurisdiction. Also amend the law to 
provide that long-established, qualified grazing rights become a part of a person’s 
real property, the same as water rights here in the State. 

The department has allowed the sale and transfer of grazing privileges for 
a monetary value per AUM. The department has allowed transfer of rights 
from one man’s base to another without the transfer of the base. Therefore, a 
grazing right has been handled under the code as quasi-personal property. Why 
not make a grazing privilege a part of one’s real property? A good part of the 
trouble of the BLM has been the way the range rights could be kicked around. 
A man could sell his base property to one man and the range rights, established 
from that same base, to a different man, perhaps a newcomer. 

It would be well for the Congress to appropriate more moneys for the rehabili- 
tation of the ranges, charge a larger fee for the use, and in this way the moneys 
would be paid back to the United States, spread over a period of time, in the 
same manner as reclamation projects. 

Most stockmen cannot match money with the Government, since their earning 
capacity has been reduced by from 40 percent to 100 percent, in most cases 60 
percent, and yet practically all improvements are predicated 50-percent partici- 
pation by the user. We have no stability whatsoever. . 

I earnestly submit that Congress take some legislative action to correct the 
administrative autocracy under which we are now subjected, as well as stabilizing 
the livestock industry in the United States, by making grazing rights a constant 
tangible property right. 

Respectfully submitted. 

JESSE BEDKE. 


ANDERSON, KAUFMAN AND ANDERSON, 
Boise, Idaho, February 3, 1960. 
Hon. FRANK CHURCH, 
U.S. Senator, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear FRANK: I write this letter entirely without retainer, but in what I con- 
sider to be the public interest. I have discussed the problem in years past with 
some members of the Idaho congressional delegation. The problem appears to 
me to require remedial legislation. The livestock industries utilizing public 
domain for grazing purposes are vitally concerned. 

Livestock operators are frequently affected adversely, and feel aggrieved, or 
that they have suffered legal wrong, by the actions of the officers in the Bureau 
of Land Management and in the Forest Service, relating to grazing privileges. 
The remedy to livestock operators has been through administrative procedures. 
The Administrative Procedures Act of the United States provides recourse to 
the courts for review when the administrative remedies have been exhausted. 

However, the problem facing the livestock industry arises from the fact that 
the acts of officers in the Bureau of Land Management are deemed to be acts 
of the Secretary of the Interior, and of Forest Service officers, acts of the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, and in order to obtain judicial review of the agency action, 
as authorized by the Administrative Procedures Act, the proceedings in Federal 
court must be against the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, as the case may be, and neither can be sued in his official capacity except 
in the district of his official residence which is the District of Columbia. There 
is no special venue statute for suits against either. 


51731608 
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Suits by residents of Idaho, or any of the Western States, in the District of 
Columbia, to obtain the judicial review provided by the Administrative. Pro- 
cedures Act, create expense and hardship which makes the remedy impractical. 

Court action for judicial review, authorized by the Administrative Procedures 
Act, would be against the Secretary of the Interior, or the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, in his official capacity and in the name only. The officers actually involved 
are those resident of the State where the controversy arises, and where the live- 
stock operator resides and where the witnesses, both for the agency and the 
livestock operator, are situate. 

It appears to me there should be a special Federal venue statute authorizing 
eourt action for review, as authorized by the Administrative Procedures Act, 
in the Federal district courts in the districts where the controversy arises. 

A comparative situation is in civil suits for refund of Internal Revenue taxes 
erroneously or illegally collected. There, by statute prescribing the venue, the 
suit may be filed in the U.S. district court where the taxpayer resides. 

I am mailing a copy of this letter to the Director of the Bureau of Land 
Management and to the Chief of the Forest Service. 


Yours very truly, 
EUGENE H. ANDERSON. 


WEISER CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Weiser, Idaho, January 27, 1960. 
Hon. FRANK CHURCH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CHURCH: Will you kindly give your consideration to the two 
enclosed resolutions. 

One is by the Associated Chambers of Commerce of Treasure Valley, repre- 
senting about 15 municipalities in this lower Snake River Valley, including 
Boise. 

The other is by the membership of the city of Weiser, Idaho. 

These resolutions ask that Congress have a look at the methods by which 
Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service set the quotas of stock 
permitted on public grazing land. 

In the judgment of many persons qualified by long experience here, the 
threatened further reductions are unnecessary. 

And such reductions will in many cases be the same as 100 percent reductions, 
because they will render impractical the stock growing units of which they are 
a part. 

This matter is of serious concern to the economy of this and other stock grow- 
ing regions, and to the State of Idaho, and no doubt to other grazing regions 
and States. 

Thanking you. 


Sincerely yours, 
Bup Brineaar, President. 


RESOLUTION OF THE WEISER, IDAHO, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


1. The Bureau of Land Management, and U.S. Forest Service, have been 
making known for several months that they intend a drastic reduction of stock 
to be permitted on public grazing lands. 

2. The proposed reductions, in the opinion of many persons qualified by long 
experience in stock growing here, are not necessary. 

3. The proposed reductions will seriously harm stock growing units which 
depend upon these public ranges. 

4. The result will be less income and taxes for stock growing regions and 
for the business centers which serve them. 

Therefore, the Weiser Chamber of Commerce urges Congress to look into the 
procedures followed by administrative agencies in determining the allotment 
of stock on public lands. : 

We call to your attention the fact that persons living in these areas and 
using public lands, are fully as interested in conservation.as are the agency 
administrators, and that they should participate in these determinations. 

And we suggest, in defense of our people’s welfare, that these proposed. addi- 
tional restrictions be withheld until an equitable formula is developed for 
utilization of the grazing lands. 
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Such formula should of course give full consideration to water, timber, game, 
erosion, fire protection, recreation, and other matters. 


RESOLUTION OF THE TREASURE VALLEY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Whereas the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management have during the 
past several months given notice of their intention to drastically reduce utiliza- 
tion of natural resources on Federal lands; 

Whereas we feel this restriction of many industries will economically be 
detrimental to our various cities, villages, and communities; 

Whereas this will mean less income and taxes for those communities wherein 
these affected industries operate ; 

Whereas since many of these industries and livestock operations will cease to be 
economical units ; now therefore be it 

Resolwed, That the Treasure Valley Chamber of Commerce representing cham- 
bers of commerce in western Idaho and eastern Oregon urge the Congress to 
immediately examine the governmental methods used in determining these restric- 
tions and determine to what extent this so-called program is necessary and to 
what, extent it is experimental; be it further 

Resolved, That these proposed drastic restrictions be held in abeyance until 4 
better formula is developed for determining utilization of our natural resources. 


MAHAFFEY LIVESTOCK, INC., 
Tendoy, Idaho, February 5, 1960. 
Hon. FRANK E. Moss, 
Subchairman of the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR: In accordance with your ruling, the undersigned desires to 
place in the record of the hearing held at Twin Falls, Idaho, on January 29, 
1960, in the matter of grazing rights and possible amendment to the Federal 
Range Code, as now promulgated by the Department of the Interior and Bureau 
of Land Management, the following statement : 

(a) The undersigned, Stephen Mahaffey, secretary-manager of the Mahaffey | 
Livestock, Inc., Tendoy, Idaho, doing business in Idaho and Montana, in a prac- 
tical livestock operation, is one of the larger livestock operators in the State of 
Idaho. This statement is made only on behalf of Mahaffey Livestock, Inc., but 
is believed to be general enough to touch upon the problems now encountered by 
all livestock operators. 

(b) We strongly endorse and favor the statements appearing in this record 
as made by Walter Schodde and John Breckenridge and we call your attention 
to the fair and impartial treatment which both of these statements gave to the 
problems at hand. 

(c) As matters of policy, we urge: 

1. That the present regulations of the Bureau of Land Management be 
amended to allow an appeal directly from the decision of the local manager to 
the Federal district court, in the jurisdiction wherein the particular range dis- 
trict is situated. 

2. We urge that the regulations be amended to provide more discretion in 
the local range managers in adjudicating the ranges. 

In connection with this second recommendation, we point to the fact that 
under the present code regulations, the range manager has little or no discretion 
in adjustments based upon a equitable solution of the varied problems which 
arise. : 

Today there is only one means by which a range may be adjudicated and that 
is on the basis of the range survey. This survey must be taken as the sole 
criterion of the carrying capacity of the particular range. It is at best inade- 
quate, but it is all that we have. 

We suggest that after the carrying capacity has been arrived at, through the 
range survey, that thereafter the area in question should be allocated among 
the various operators on the basis of the proportionate share of the available 
forage to which they are entitled. Once the area has been allotted then the 
survey should no longer be controlling, but the range manager should have the 
discretion and the right to treat each individual or group allotment according to 
the exigencies of the particular. case. He should have enough authority to 
enable him’ to fairly negotiate with the allottees on the basis of what is best 
for that particular piece of ground and for the operator to whom it is allotted. 
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The area having been allotted to the operator, the range manager and the opera- 
tor, subject to the Advisory Board approval, may review, on the ground, the 
particular area in question and decide what reduction or increase in carrying 
capacity is needed. If such discretion is abused, recourse can be had to the 
courts. If, however, the range manager, for good reason, feels that the allotment, 
as established by the range survey, should be reduced or increased, he should 
have the power to negotiate with, and make arrangements with, the allottees who 
_ will operate on that particular ground to the best interest of all concerned. In 
other words, the original range survey is used only as guide to make the original 
allotment of the operators’ proportionate shares of the range in any given unit; 
thereafter it is discarded. 
3. We urge that nonuse is a necessary conservation measure to allow proper 
rehabilitation of any allotted range. 
Nonuse has been attacked as a club in the hands of large operators, and it is 
_ Claimed that the small operator has suffered tremendously therefrom. On the 
contrary, we suggest that many small operators are better off because the large 
operators in the past did take nonuse. We all recognize the problems created 
by varied seasons, varied market conditions, and variation in the size of a 
particular livestock operation in any one year. We feel there is no question 
but that a problem does exist with respect to conservation of range resources 
and that nonuse is one efficient method of allowing enough discretion so that a 
proper conservation program can be followed. 
4. We urge that personnel of all Government services dealing with range mat- 
ters, those in the Department of Agriculture (U.S. Forest Service), as well as 
those in the Department of the Interior (Bureau of Land Management), be al- 
lowed to remain in a given district long enough to establish a continuity of policy 
after they have become acquainted with the particular problems of that area. 
In this connection we point to the fact that today, too often the operator must 
deal with inexperienced personnel in the ranger level in the Forest Service par- 
ticularly. The Forest Service Advisory Board has no power and in case of any 
difficulty nine times out of ten, the decision of the particular forest ranger is 
binding. The Forest Service regulations and the code should be amended to 
allow the operator more voice in matters which affect his own operation and this 
is especially true where there is a cooperative undertaking. Any operator should 
certainly be allowed some voice in how his money is to be spent. We are certain 
that would encourage operators to spend more on cooperative work in the building 
of fences, the development of ranges and the development of water. 
We especially point to the fact that in the Bureau of Land Management, as 
well as in the Forest Service, there are too many transfers too often. A ranger 
or a Bureau of Land Management manager just gets acquainted with the range 
problems in a particular district and he is moved to some other territory. There 
is thus no continuity in the range conservation problem and in the rehabilitation 
efforts of that particular locality. We are sure that everyone will agree that 
a range manager or a Forest Ranger must know the particular range district 
before he can be of much service to the conservation efforts being made in that 
locality. In this connection, also, we suggest that one partial solution would be 
to vest some additional authority in the Forest Advisory Board and, in case of a 
dispute between the operator and the ranger, vest in this board the power to 
decide the particular issue in question, subject, of course, to the right of either 
side to appeal the decision. Such a procedure is far more in keeping with our 
American system and our American way of operating than to vest final au- 
thoritative action in a Bureau. It is true that where a forest range right is cut 
off entirely, the operator has some recourse, but if the right is only reduced, no 
remedy is afforded under existing regulations. 
5. Finally, we urge that if proper conservation and range reseeding programs 
‘are to be carried forward without a continued contest between the operators 
and the Government authorities, that a commonsense practical application to 
the problems of each separate district must be afforded and the entire range man- 
agement program geared to a practical businesslike standard. Any successful 
- operator is well aware that a range which is overgrazed is uneconomical and 
' that any program which allows him to develop facilities which will afford a more 
efficient operation for his livestock business is one which he should support. 

| We desire to express our appreciation for the opportunity to make this state- 

‘ment and file the same in the record and to congratulate those in charge of the 
hearing upon the efficient manner in which the same was conducted. 

i. Respectfully submitted. 

STEPHEN MAnArFrfey, Secretary-Manager. 
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IpAHO FaRM BUREAU FEDERATION, 


Pocatello, Idaho, January 29, 1960. 
Hon, FranK CHURCH, 


U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR CHURCH: As you know the Government agencies having juris- 
diction over public lands in the West, namely the Forest Service and Bureau 
of Land Management, have during the past several months given notice of their 
intention to cut grazing privileges. 

We feel this is going to be economically detrimental to the various areas 
and have a direct effect nationally. 

It not only will work a hardship on the stockmen but will mean less income 
for those areas where the stockmen buy their winter hay and grain—this in 
turn means less income to farmers and interrelated business. 

Ranches in many instances, which depend on ranges for their livestock 
summer operations, may lose their value in livestock production and divert 
to raising more surplus grain crops, adding to an already existing problem 
there. 

Under the circumstances we urge you to carefully examine the data used 
in determining these cuts and appraise its scientific range evaluation. When 
you have finished this examination, we hope you will agree with us these drastic 
cuts should be held in abeyance until a better formula is developed for deter- 
mining range carrying capacities. 

Sincerely yours, 
L. B. Martin, President. 


MALTA, IDAHO, 
February 2, 1960. 
Senator FranK E. Moss, 
Public Lands Subcommittee, 
Senate Interior Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR Moss: The membership of the Raft River Cattle Association, 
Malta, Idaho, would appreciate your entering the following resolution and 
statement in the Twin Falls grazing hearing proceedings that was held Jan- 
uary 29 at Twin Falls, Idaho. 

The program of opening public lands to desert entry has created a very 
serious problem that unless stopped will create a very critical condition in our 
water supply in this area of Idaho. Our group has approved the following 
resolution : 

Whereas there has been considerable development in southern Idaho of pri- 
vate lands by wells and pumps which are dependent on underground water or 
subterranean flows; and 

Whereas some areas are showing evidence of a receding water table and 
a diminishing supply ; and 

Whereas more development is being planned in these critical areas by desert 
entry ; and 

Whereas unrestricted, unplanned, unguided or overdevelopment of Bureau 
lands in southern Idaho may cause economic hardship and depreciation of 
values of old established farms and ranches because of insufficient underground 
water to irrigate all lands; and 

Whereas the Raft River Association recognizes water as the lifeblood of 
this great State of ours and wholeheartedly endorse orderly planned develop- 
ment of the same: Be it 

Resolwed, That the Bureau of Land Management suspend or reject desert 
entries which may imperil the water supply of our present farms, ranches, and 
towns until proof has been established that such development is justified by 
an overall appraisal of the area or areas in which such entries are made. 

It is our firm belief that unless this desert entry program is discontinued 
not only will our underground water supply be diminished but our grazing area 
will become smaller and smaller and with reductions proposed by the Bureau 
of Land Management we can certainly expect to have uneconomical units to 
operate. We sincerely hope the Public Lands Subcommittee will take the prob- 
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lem of desert entries along with the grazing reductions in their deliberations 
for corrective legislation. 
Respectfully, 
R. C. WAKE, 
President, Raft River Association. 
JAY COTTLE, 
Secretary, Raft River Association. 


SOUTHERN IDAHO PRODUCTION CREDIT ASSOCIATION, 
Twin Falls, Idaho, February 8, 1960. 
Hon. Frank CHURCH, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CuourcH: In view of the fact that Idaho’s livestock industry con- 
tributes the largest individual source of agricultural income in the State, and 
this income does have a direct bearing upon the economic welfare of many other 
industries and of the State of Idaho as a whole, and whereas the continued 
operation of the range cattle and range sheep business are heavily dependent 
upon the use of grazing lands within the public domain, this association re 
spectfully requests your support toward increasing the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement appropriation for range rehabilitation in the State of Idaho, in line 
with recent recommendations of the Idaho State Advisory Board. 

Based upon our own observations as well as upon the evidence presented in 
the testimony of 60 witnesses at a grazing hearing in Twin Falls, January 29, 
before the Senate subcommittee of the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs conducted by Senator Frank Moss, of Utah, the association further re- 
quests that there be a revision in the present system of grazing land control 
by the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management to place more of the 
control in the hands of the livestock operators themselves; and that district 
courts in the area be given jurisdiction in the handling of range users’ appeals 
which under present regulations must be carried clear back to Washington, D.C. 

As you undoubtedly realize, this Production Credit Association represents 
2,108 farmers and livestock men in the south-central district of Idaho, and 
made available to these operators over $21 million during 1959 to finance their 
short-term and intermediate-term credit needs. This association finances some 
50 range livestock operators who run over 23,000 sheep and 4,200 head of cattle 
on grazing lands within the national forests in addition to livestock carried on 
Taylor grazing lands. 

Under present conditions, with the continuing cost-price squeeze in agricul- 
ture, our loan records will verify that nearly all of these range operators are 
finding it difficult to pay much more than annual operating costs, even with 
the use of public lands for seasonal grazing. It is our sincere opinion, there- 
fore, that to make any further cuts in range use or to fail in properly rehabili- 
tating these ranges for future demands will not only seriously curtail range 
livestock operations, but will put many of these people permanently out of 
business, with a resulting drastic decline in the agricultural income of Idaho 
and of the Nation. 

This office or any of our directors will welcome any inquiry you may wish 
to make into the matter referred to above. Our board of directors -consists:of : 
George L. Watt, Buhl, president; A. L. Hanks, Burley, vice president; Elmer 
Nielson, Wendell; James Scheid, Jerome; and Everett A. Campbell, Bellevue. 

Yours very truly, 
Bart R. STANSELL, Secretary-Treasurer. 


MouUNTAIN Home, IDAHO, February 9, 1960. 
Senator FRANK CHURCH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. ; 

Deak Senator CHurcH: Pursuant to the authorization of the following live- 
stock men:of Ehnore County, these statements are respectfully submitted : W. I. 
Hopson, Orvill Colthorpe, Clayton Colthorpe, Jack Ingle, Kenneth H. Johns, Jack 
Chipman, Arnold Cairns, Joe 8. Arthur,'and R. M. Ford, all of Mountain Home, 
Idaho; Dick Marrs, Ike Wells, Oliver Lord, and Colby Garrett, all of Mayfield, 
Idaho ; and: Lawrence:Davidson, of Smith’s Prairie; Idaho. 
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We wish to express our appreciation for the hearings which were held in Twin 
Falls, Idaho, January 29, 1960, and for the assistance of Senator Moss and Mr. 
Carver. It-is our desire that these few remarks be added to the file of testimony 
compiled at that time. Also, we wish to urge and encourage you to pursue an 
investigation into the matter of these gross inequalities. We know your capa- 
bilities and your desire to properly represent Idaho and its people and the West. 
We, therefore, submit the following, feeling confident you will exert the weight 
of your high office to bring about fair and just changes in our behalf. 

(1) It is desired that something be done to create a positive attitude toward 
grazing by the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management. There 
must be extreme pressure from other sources (particularly in the case of the 
Forest Service) for the unreasonable and unfounded cases they present to justify 
their decisions. Otherwise, they are either unqualified or so overburdened and 
shackled with regulations and requirements that reasonable and just adminis- 
tration is impossible or at least not manifest. Men who have used this range 
for 60 years testify that the range is continually improving and is better now 
than it has ever been, yet their testimony is put to naught by the now trite state- 
ment of the ranger and supervisor “if we only had proof of that.” These men 
have made their appraisal and passed judgment upon their experience in this 
area of 2 years and 5 months in one case and 1 day in the other. 

(2) They are extremely unreasonable and unyielding in their viewpoint as it 
pertains to sacrifice areas. (A sacrifice area is one where extra cattle traffic 
occurs, viz, watering places, creek bottoms, and lounging or bedding areas.) In 
one. of. their tests the Forest Service stakes out a permanent measured distance, 
and they check the trend of the range by laying a tape along this line and at 
each fool mark record the forage present. These are always placed at or near 
sacrifice areas or where cattle numbers, at least periodically, are greatest. Itis 
easy to see how a bullfight across one of these measured lines could render a 
sizable cut in the grazing permit. At this moment you think this is impossible, 
this is infantile, surely the decision would be based upon the entire range, but 
this is not the case. This along with other methods such as “throwing the hoop” 
are unrealistic in determining the carrying capacity of the range. 

(3) At one time these permits were looked upon as tangible assets and many 
thousands of dollars have been spent on commensurate properties to establish a 
profitable enterprise in the livestock business and all this can be rendered defunct 
by the decision of a bureau underling. And, to add insult to injury, there is no 
possible recourse for the operator. How can we explain and justify this despotic 
bureaucracy? These grazing permits (in most cases) were established by prior 
use, even before the Government agencies were formed. It is understandable 
that the multiple-use concept was not so evident at the time of the writing of the 
Taylor Grazing Act and so was not regarded in the same light as today. Why 
are not these grazing rights as valid and tangible as water rights, power rights, 
homestead rights, or mining-claim rights? If these rights are to be curtailed, 
then the group in whose interest this curtailment is made should reimburse those 
giving up their rights according to a determined figure. 

(4) There is no possible recourse, right of injunction, or avenue whatsoever 
left open for the livestockman to get a fair hearing, or hearing at all for that 
matter, save that of going to Washington, D.C., after a rubberstamp hearing up 
through and to the top of the agencies. This trial, or hearing, there in Wash- 
ington so far from home is financially impossible. In this land of America it 
has always been that a man was innocent until proven guilty, but in this case 
you are guilty until proven innocent. Here we are in business or out of business 
at the whim and decision of a forest ranger or range supervisor, where he is 
the accuser, the prosecuting attorney, the judge, and the jury. It is not too infre- 
quent you are intimidated by one of these administrators that your permit can 
be cut or completely canceled by their authority and decision. Surely legislation 
is needed to guarantee the rights and security of the livestockman. Surely legis- 
lation is needed to give us the right to have trials and hearings in the district 
courts near where the problems arise. 

(5) We believe the advisory boards should be given some power and authority 
or be discontinued. As it is now, they are powerless and meet almost as a for- 
mality. It is believed they should be empowered as the legislative body is in the 
Government and the bureau supervisor as the executive. The executive with the 
power of the veto and the legislative the power to override the veto by a unani- 
mous decision. ° ' ' 

(6) It is incohceivable that they have been supervising and managing these 
ranges.for the past 40 or 50 years (and they pride themselves that they have more 
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information and experience on range management and range evaluation) yet of a 
sudden out of a clear blue sky they come up with drastic cuts, even to 100 percent 
of the permit. In other ways they have completely reversed their ideas on 
salting and grazing the hillsides. 

(7) In August of 1959 the forest ranger and the Reclamation walked up Mineke 
Creek about one quarter of a mile and by the silt (and it was small in amount) 
they observed in a small hole, closed 14 square miles of range. This was done 
without consideration of the forage. They did not consider nor could they be 
convinced to consider that the two fall seasons preceding this time that a D-7 
cat and dozer and several dump trucks worked up and down this creek for a 
mile or more and crossed it or its tributaries several times. There couldn’t 
help but be some silt to collect in the holes with all of this type of heavy equip- 
ment operating up and down the bottom of this creek. Their purpose and 
intent seems to be to cut out all grazing however it can be done. 

(8) Every spring the roads in our area are badly in need of repair because of 
the damage and washing caused by the spring thaw. The road district takes 
cats and dozers upon the slopes above the road and literally doze off all the 
top soil over thousands of square yards of area to repair these roads. Adjacent 
to this same area is Willow Creek, the lower end of which is being logged for 
timber. Besides all of the soil disturbance and erosion of the top soil incident 
to logging the road that was built to open this area crosses the creek 26 times. 
Now why are our rangers and supervisors callous to. these means of mass wasting 
and erosion and so intent on blaming the livestock for all the erosion when in 
reality it is negligable as compared to roads and logging? 

Sincerely yours, 
KENNETH H. JOHNS. 


P.S.—Nothing has been said concerning how these cuts affect the merchants 
in the nearby cities and towns but you well know just how concerned they are. 


STATEMENT OF LERoy Day, OAKLEY, IDAHO 


My name is LeRoy Day. I am the owner of the second oldest ranch on Goose 
Creek, the same having been established prior to 1880. Ever since such time 
the cattle based upon this ranch have been raised upon the public domain. When 
the Taylor grazing was set up the ranch was allotted 108 AUM’s. When I 
acquired the property from my father, I received only 50 percent (54 AUM’s) 
grazing privileges although I had acquired all of the base property. 

I then went to the district manager to ascertain why I was not allowed the 
other one-half of the grazing privileges. The manager then admitted that I 
should have received the full 108 AUM’s but that on the transfer there should 
have been a cut and promised that I would get 90 AUM’s. The next records 
showed that I was only entitled to 70 AUM’s in 1950 and then in 1956 when they 
effected a reduction I ended up with 29 AUM’s which permits me to put only 
five head on the public domain from May 1 to October 15. Although I have pro- 
tested this matter several times I have never yet received a satisfactory explana- 
tion of just why I was cut so drastically. 

It is apparent to anyone that five head of cattle for 5% months constitutes 
practically no right at all and if some relief isn’t granted I will have to go out of 
business. 

I request Congress to take the necessary steps to correct this type of practice. 

Respectfully submitted. 

LeRoy Day. 


OAKLEY, IDAHO, February 5, 1960. 
Senator Frank CHURCH, 
Washington, D.C. 


HoNoRABLE SENATOR: At the recent congressional hearing conducted in Twin 
Falls, Idaho, by Senator Moss he gave us the privilege of writing him, and 
assured us the record would be left open for any further comment we wished 
to make. 

We were very pleased to have the opportunity of expressing our sentiments 
in regard to the grazing problems and the method in which the range has been 
administered, both in the forest and in the Bureau of Land Management. 
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In 1953 a range survey was made by inexperienced personnel and a 60 percent 
reduction in numbers, plus 10 weeks in time, was made. The survey was made 
as stated in 1953, one of the driest years which we have record of, and was 
completed well toward the end of the grazing season. The range, being no 
different than any other type of pastureland, could not have too big a rating 
after the stock had spent the summer harvesting it. Then the adjudication 
came in 1956. 

In a hearing which was conducted at the Burley office of the Bureau of Land 
Management on November 13, 1957, before a hearings examiner (Dent D. Dalby), 
much of the evidence they offered was false. On October 6, 1957, several of us 
had met with the mayor of Oakley and the village marshal, also personnel from 
the BLM office (Delmar Vale and Forrest: Twitchell) and we discussed possi- 
bilities of stock water at the Oakley culinary water system and received little 
or no encouragement. But in Mr. Dalby’s decision, on page 22, Mr. Twitchell 
testified that water was available, which was a fallacious statement. 

On page 23 of the same decision he mentions a tap in the Birch Creek pipeline, 
also access to Birch Creek itself. Both of these waters are a mile away from 
the BLM lands which are enclosed by a fence that is always intact. This does 
away with any possibility of water from those sources. Availability of water 
in Goose Creek by way of the Dog Trail, which is also mentioned on page 23, is 
a break in a continuous rimrock along the crest of the canyon and from the top 
of the ridge down to the water is several thousand feet. In other words it is 
well named as “Dog Trail,” rather than “Cow Trail.” The spring in Wilson 
Gulch has a flow of 1 gallon in every 3 minutes and 53 seconds, which is very 
little water when each cow will drink 10 gallon of water per day—at the time 
of year the grazing season is in effect. However, William Matthews who was 
the district manager at the time, testified under oath, that this spring would 
sufficiently supply water for 200 head of cattle. 

In Mr. Dalby’s decision on page 23 he states that to divide the range evenly 
would make the burden impossible for the range manager to discharge. The 
Goose Creek Valley or meadowland lays much in the north to south direction, 
and the range in question lies parallel to the east of it; approximately 8 miles 
at the farthest point and with an elevation of many thousand feet. All of 
the draws and canyons run in a westerly direction from the top of the mountain 
down to the Goose Creek itself. In allotting the range Mr. Matthews drew the 
lines parallel with the mountaintop and gave the sheep the mountain and the 
cattle the lower portion, of which much of the lower part is infested with a heavy 
stand of Junipers and of course, being lower in elevation, naturally dries out 
first. 

I suggested the lines be drawn in an east-west direction which would give 
each a part high range and part low range, all in the same allotment, which is 
the only fair and impartial way it could be divided. For some reason this 
suggestion was ignored. 

Mr. Dalby also states that he was convinced the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment’s testimony was more direct, identifying specifically points at which water 
was available. However, many of the points designated on a map which was 
displayed, were nothing more than ponds that had been made by a dozer and have 
never had any water in them since they were constructed other than with the 
exception of one which washed out the first time it was filled with runoff water. 

I hope I have been able to give you a descriptive picture of what exists. All 
I have said is true, the geography of the country hasn’t changed, and these vari- 
ous situations can be seen merely by looking over the range itself as it actually 
exists. 

In regards to the Forest Service—in my files I have correspondence whereby 
we agreed on an imaginary boundary line between cattle and sheep, in the Cas- 
sia Division of the Sawtooth National Forest. Aside from this imaginary line 
the cattlemen were to be allowed a 40 head drift right onto the sheep allotment 
to graze in common with the sheep. All these agreements were discarded and 
a fence was erected, whereby we lost the 40 head drift right plus about 300 acres 
of rangeland which was situated in the bottom of a flat canyon and consisted 
of much natural meadow. 

At a hearing held in Ogden, Utah, on September 18, 1958, I was asked, while 
on the witness stand, if I hadn’t agreed to the construction of the dividing fence 
as it still stands today. Of course I denied to the agreeing of it. I was pre 
sented with the minutes of the meeting to show I was present at the time it was 
discussed. I still did not agree to the erecting of the fence, but I did detect that 





106 GRAZING ON PUBLIC DOMAIN LANDS 


the minutes of the meeting had been altered. Evidently to cover up something, 
to put someone in the clear. All this was brought to light before the hearings 
examiner (Clarence Garrard) from the USDA office in Washington, D.C. This 
makes me believe that most any method can be used by certain personnel, in 
some of these departments, to clear themselves and try to prove a point. 

I am.enclosing two notices which I received from Golden Harper and Wallace 
Hale regarding the city water and also the Birch Creek water which was men- 
tioned in the Mr. Dalby decision. 

I am happy to have had the opportunity of expressing my opinion. 

Sincerely yours, 
HERSCHEL BEDKE. 


OAKLEY, Ipano, February 4, 1960. 
To Whom It May Concern: 


The Village Board of Oakley, Idaho, protects the right of the BLM to claim the 
use or right of the overflow water from their settling tank for stock. 

There are months at a time when there is no overflow, and it is not logical 
for them to claim this as a watering place for stock. 

Oakley Cemetery gets all overflow water from the tank. 

Signed : ; 

WALLACE A. HALE, 
Village Board Clerk. 


OAKLEY, Ipano, February 4, 1960. 
To Whom It May Concern: 


This is to certify that I have been watermaster on 10 B. Birch Creek, for the 
past 4 years, and I know the BLM has not had the use of this creek for a water- 
ing place for stock in pastures. The stock is entirely fenced away from the 
water of this creek. 

R. GOLDEN HARPER, 
Birch Creek Watermaster. 


Burtey, Ipano, February 11, 1960. 
Senator Moss, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: We the undersigned wish to have this petition entered into your 
minutes of your recent Twin Falls meeting with the BLM and range users. 
Yours truly, 
WILFORD WRIGLEY. 


Bur ey, Ipano, June 27, 1958. 
Re Permits Nos.: Idaho 09159, Idaho 09158, Idaho 09160, Idaho 09161. 


THE MANAGER OF THE LAND OFFICE, 
BUREAU oF LAND MANAGEMENT, 
Boise, Idaho. 


Deak. Siz: We the undersigned public. land -users,.pursuant to. the authority 
of the Taylor Grazing Act, protest the granting of the above permits for the 
purpose of constructing wells in sections 14 and 30 of Township 9 South, Range 
26 East, Boise Meridian, County of Cassia, State of Idaho, as conditional prece- 
dent to the granting of desert entry applications if finally approved will result 
in the removal of two sections of land from the public domain, upon the grounds 
and for the following reasons: 

1. That each of the undersigned holds permits for grazing livestock on the 
above-described property and in areas adjacent thereto, and that during the last 
4 years the Bureau of Land Management has assessed charges against each of 
the permit holders for development work in improvement of the range facilities 
of this area. That the Government has spent large sums of money and this area 
has been recently seeded to crested wheat grass, and to now permit desert entry 
upon such ground will constitute an unlawful waste of both the Governments’ 
money as well as that of the undersigned and the undersigned will be preju- 
diced by its loss of their contribution of the range improvement. 
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2. That there is limited supply of underground water in the Raft River Basin 
area and that further development of wells will deplete the supply of water. 
Some of the undersigned permittees have also vested underground prior water 
rights in this area and further underground pumping will prejudice their prop- 
erty rights. 

3. That the soil is of a light sandy condition with several outcroppings of 
lava, rendering the same unsuitable and unprofitable for economic farming 
operation and that land situated in this area is best suited for its present use of 
grazing. 

And the undersigned do hereby request that no further permits be granted in 
this area or desert entry or for drilling wells, for each of the above reasons 
enumerated, that a continuity of the attitude displayed by the Bureau of Land 
Management officials in this area in removing the public domain of grazing uses 
and reduction of number of livestock grazing on the public domain constitutes 
a dangerous threat to the livestock industry of the State of Idaho. 

We, therefore, respectfully submit that this protest be honored and that your 
office takes the necessary remedial action to effect for the purpose of this pro- 
test. 

Yours truly, 
WILFORD WRIGLEY, ET AL. 

(The foregoing petition was signed by 16 individuals. The names are on file 
with the committee. ) 


CASTLEFORD, IDAHO, February 9, 1960. 
U.S. Senator Moss, 
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR Moss: I recently attended the hearing held in Twin Falls, 
Idaho, where the stockmen within the State of Idaho voiced their experiences 
and problems. These problems, which had to do with the reductions in numbers 
and grazing time of livestock on forest as well as Bureau of Land Management 
lands. 

My name is Rolland K. Patrick of Rogerson and Castleford, Idaho. I am a 
cattleman and graze ‘some 750 cattle on BLM’ lands in Idaho and 423 head of 
cattle on the Humboldt National Forest in Nevada. I am also the president 
of the “71” Livestock Association. This association is made up of some 70 sheep 
and cattle operators in Idaho and Nevada. This association, being one of the 
older groups, wus organized in 1917 and since that time we have seen many 
changes in the livestock operations. 

During this time I am sure we would see where the numbers have been cut 
(overall) a total of 50 percent. Having been in the livestock business on my 
own since 1941 I can see great changes have taken place and am wondering where 
we are going to stop. 

Grazing fees are on the increase each year and livestock numbers being grazed 
are on the decrease. At the changing rate we will be paying as much for half 
our numbers as we did for our original numbers. Back in 1941 we were paying 
about 5 cents per head per month on BLM. Last year we paid 22 cents per 
head per month. When you look at this picture you can see one reason the 
BLM can make-these reductions in numbers. They are getting-.more money in 
grazing fees for less than half the original stock that ran in these areas. 

We have a portion of our range on BLM that took a 55 percent reduction 
in numbers a few years ago. -This range was badly depleted and a reduction was 
necessary. The stockmen in this area contributed very heavily to a reseeding 
program and this range has started to come back, due to reseeding and fencing. 
I feel that whenever a permittee spends a lot of his own money to rehabilitate 
the ranges, he should have some say in what its disposition is to be. 

I have a small grazing permit within this area that took a 55 percent reduc- 
tion, along with one other cattleman and three sheepmen. This area that we 
used was fenced from the rest of the unit, and the feed was good in this 
particular area, but. we took our 55-percent reduction along with the rest of the 
users in the whole unit. At this time the whole unit has received an increase 
of 10 percent, but this area that I referred to as being fenced from the rest of 
the unit shows a surplus of grass or feed. What does the BLM do? Instead of 
increasing the original users to 100 percent, they move another sheepman into 
this area in order to utilize the surplus of feed. This sheepman has never run 
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in this area and should not be able to use it. The other users in this fenced 
area are still cut 45 percent and have not been returned to their original use of 
the area, yet they move a new operator in to use up the surplus of feed, while 
the qualified users are going along on the 45-percent reduction. I feel that the 
qualified users should have their original use back before a new man is shifted in 
this area. 

I could go on and on but I think I will try to summarize my ideas as what 
should be done to help the man that runs cattle, horses, and sheep on the public 
lands, both BLM and forest reserves. 

1. Let us decide which plays a more important part in our national program 
from an economical, taxwise, and national defense standpoint, wild game for 
the purpose of hunting or the livestock business on a sound basis. A basis 
that is here to stay and not here today and gone tomorrow. 

2. Find a more suitable way to determine the carrying capacities of BLM and 
forest lands. 

3. Give the stockman a voice in problems concerning land that he has con- 
tributed money for rehabilitating these lands both in grazing and disposition of 
said land. 

4. Give the stockmen the opportunity to work with other stockmen and the 
BLM and forest personnel in determining how much his numbers should be 
reduced if a reduction is necessary. 

5. In a grazing hearing let the permittee or permittees have access to the 
local courts where their cases may be heard before an impartial judge or jury. 

6. Separate the research program of the BLM and forest from the regular 
grazing program—both personnel and financial. 

7. Make a study of the importance of big game as compared to the importance 
of livestock (sheep and cattle) on Federal ranges. 

8. Put land withdrawals from multiple-use areas on a tax program. 

9. Have grazing of our Federal ranges recognzed as part of national structure 
for economy and national defense. 

10. Whenever the BLM and forest personnel undertake a range improvement 
program a thorough study with the cooperation of the permittee should be 
made before money is spent for such improvements. 

Senator Moss, I thank you kindly for the opportunity to be heard and what 
may stem from this hearing could effect every stockman in the business. Keep 
us posted when any law is passed that will affect our welfare. Thank you again. 

Yours truly. 
ROLLAND K. PATRICK, 
President, “71”? Livestock Association. 


Bur ey, Ipano, February 9, 1960. 
Hon. FRANK E. Moss, 


U.S. Senator, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR Moss: I would like to present a written statement for the public 
hearing record on Bureau of Land Management and Forest Service grazing which 
you conducted at Twin Falls, Idaho, on January 20, 1960. I was attending the Na- 
tional Woolgrower’s and Cattlemen’s convention in Texas at that time and 
could not be present at the hearing. I understand that you will keep the record 
open for 15 days and I will appreciate it if you will include my statement in 
the record. 

My name is Garnet Kidd and I live on a livestock ranch at Route 2, Burley, 
Idaho. I have lived here all of my life and have been in the livestock business 
since 1925 in this area. I am a range user of Bureau of Land Management and 
Forest Service lands. I have held a forest permit since 1935. I have run on the 
public domain lands from 1925 to 1934 when the Taylor Grazing Act was passed 
and continuously since that time. For the past 8 or 9 years I have been the wild- 
life representative on the Bureau of Land Management Burley District Advisory 
Board and have also been the State wildlife member to the area meetings and to 
the national council meeting. 

Before the Taylor Grazing Act went into effect, the public domain was a dump- 
ing ground for all kinds of livestock. There were large numbers of community 
bands of sheep and eattle as well as tramp herds which had no established ranch 
‘setups. Also one of the worst things on the range was the large number of horses 
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which used the range 12 months out of the year. This heavy use over many 
years caused the deterioration of the range. My opinion is that enactment of 
the Taylor Grazing Act is the thing that saved all of the western ranges from 
destruction. The program that has been applied the past 4 or 5 years to get proper 
use and management of the ranges is about 15 to 20 years too late in getting 
started. It is necessary to take sizable reductions in grazing use while the ranges 
are coming back and being rehabilitated. As a livestock user, I don’t feel that 
anything is being taken away from me through a reduction if the feed is not 
there, so long as I get my proportionate share of the area and am assured that 
reductions will be restored when the range improves. 

In getting the ranges down to grazing capacity, we have the assurance from the 
Bureau of Land Management that when the range improves the reductions will 
be restored. I have no reason to believe that such reductions will not be restored 
either by the Bureau of Land Management or the Forest Service. This has been 
done by the Bureau of Land Management in some cases in this district and also 
by the Forest Service in my case. 

On my Forest Service range on the Sawtooth Forest in the southern part of 
the State, I took a reduction 4 or 5 years ago. Common use of the range was 
eliminated and an individual allotment was set up. Through nonuse, seeding, 
and fencing last year I was restored a part of the reduction previously taken. 

On Bureau of Land Management lands I run in the Goose Creek unit south 
of Burley and also in the Shoshone District north of the Snake River. In the 
Goose Creek unit, we took a 60-percent reduction in 1956. This unit was in a 
depleted condition and was not producing anywhere near what it is capable 
of producing through many years of overuse. When this unit was being ad- 
judicated, I attended every meeting called by Bureau of Land Management 
and every user of the range had the privilege of expressing his ideas on allot- 
ments, season of use, and the best way in taking the reduction, whether in time 
or numbers which would least affect his operations. As far as I knew, everyone 
was satisfied with the allotments proposed in 1956 which were to be fenced later. 
All of the users in the Goose Creek unit operated under the reduction made by the 
Bureau of Land Management in 1956, with no appeals and very few protests at 
the advisory board meetings. 

In 1957, a year later, some of the users protested and appealed the action of 
the Bureau of Land Management. Prior to this time and since we had operated 
under the program for 1 year, I and some of the other users who did not appeal 
the action invested considerable sums of money to start fencing our allotted 
areas. Now since some of the users appealed, all of the range improvement work 
is stalled pending outcome of the appeal. It is my opinion if the range users 
would get behind the program to rebuild the ranges, that in a few short years 
most of the reductions would be restored. Instead, hearings require a long 
time, are expensive and prolong reductions which should have been made 10 or 
15 years ago. Through cooperative seeding and other improvements between the 
permittees, Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service, I am sure that 
the ranges can be improved and improved tremendously for both livestock and 
wildlife. On a properly managed range there is little competition between deer 
and livestock; however, on a poor range, there may be a lot of competition be- 
tween game and livestock for what little feed is available. 

The Bureau of Land Management has made an effort during the past several 
years to manage and properly stock the ranges, but protests, conflicts, and strong 
opposition by the range users have delayed and hamstrung the Bureau’s program 
30 that the job is not being done as fast as it should be. Cooperation between the 
agencies and the permittees is an absolute necessity, in my opinion, to bring the 
range use in balance with the capacity in order that improvement may come 
about. I have taken reductions in grazing use on both Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment and Forest Service lands and I have had only good results with both agencies 
in a start toward rebuilding the ranges. 

In closing, I believe that if more funds were made available for a stepped-up 
seeding and improvement program it would be the answer to many of the prob- 
lems confronting the livestock industry. 

I wish to thank you for having the opportunity to present this statement. 

Very truly yours, 


GARNET KIpp. 
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Twin Fats, Ipano, February 9, 1960. 
: Senator ,Frank E. Moss, 
Senate Public Lands Subcommittee, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeEaR SENATOR Moss: Enclosed you will find testimony that I would like to go 
of record as part of the hearings which you held here in Twin Falls on January 
29, 1960, as has to do with Idaho grazing problems. 

I want to compliment you on the manner and speed in which you and Senator 
Church’s administrative assistant, John Carver, Jr., handled the hearings. I 
enjoyed very much meeting you and talking with you after the hearings. There 
is some definite improvement that can be done as far as grazing cuts are 
concerned. 

Thank you very much for entering the enclosed letter as part of the subcom- 
mittee record of the hearings held here on January 29, 1960. 

Sincerely yours, 
Davip R. MEap. 


STATEMENT OF Davin R. MeEap, TwIN FAtts, IpaHo 


I am David R. Mead of Twin Falls, Idaho. I am employed by Utah Mortgage 
Loan Corp. as assistant manager, staff member, and field appraiser, handling 
mostly ranch and farm mortgage loans. 

I was born in Indianapolis, Ind., graduated from Purdue University with a 
bachelor of science degree in animal husbandry and agricultural economics. I 
served in Korea with the U.S. Navy as a line officer. After Korea, I returned 
to graduate school at Utah State University, graduating with a master of 
science degree in range management from the college of forestry. 

I worked for the Forest Service on the Targee National Forest in Idaho dur- 
ing the summer of 1956 as a research and administrative assistant. Although 
I did everything that a forest ranger would be charged with, most of my time 
was spent in sagebrush spraying and range improvement research project. The 
data gathered from this project, I compiled and published as my master’s 
thesis. 

I have done quite a bit of range surveying, both for the Forest Service and 
with Bureau of Land Management personnel, as well as my own range consulting 
work. 

Range survey methods are, at their best, an educated estimate, and this, I 
believe, anyone who is thoroughly schooled in the field of range management 
will tell you. For this reason alone, if no other, I believe it is very important 
that thorough surveys be done by the Bureau of Land Management and Forest 
Service personnel. I have spent some time with the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment survey teams which consist of a full-time Bureau of Land Management 
employee, and several college students, whose main purpose on the survey is a 
summer job. These college students are either doing range management, for- 
estry, or related biological fields, and although they want to do a good job, they 
lack the experience and technical training to do a thorough range survey. Graz- 
ing cuts should not be based on 1 year’s survey, but on several surveys, along 
with actual grazing records held by the Forest Service, Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, and rancher. 

I believe the appeal procedure of the Forest Service should be changed so 
that a rancher, when he wants to appeal a Forest Service cut, can take it 
through the courts, rather than through another Forest Service official. 

The accusation that the research end of the Forest Service or Bureau of Land 
Management are finding facts that the administrative end wants to put into 
effect, needs investigation. As mentioned above, I worked with the Forest Serv- 
ice research branch one summer and found their members to be some of the 
most capable, honest, and dedicated research men that I have ever met any- 
where. It is hard for me to believe that they can dig up research data that 
would be in harmony with what the administrative end wanted to accomplish. 
This does not mean that this could not happen in the future, or that it has not 
happened in the past, and for these reasons, a thorough investigation into the 
advantages of separating the research from the administrative end should be 

ursued. 
" In closing, I would like to say that there are many ranges in the Western 
States thatdefinitely are oyergrazed and should have been cut a long time ago 
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or should be cut in the future, but there are also many ranges that are in fairly 
good to good condition, and:-that with*proper handling inthe future, could: con- 
tinue to carry the head they are now handling. I have seen several ranges 
that the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management have cut and I have 
felt the cuts to be severe and unwarranted. I hasten to add, however, that I 
have also seen ranges that needed more drastic cuts than the agencies gave 
them and that is where the rancher loudly protests the cuts. 

In summary, I make the following appeals which should be thoroughly 
investigated : 

1. Grazing cuts should not be based solely on one summertime range survey 
with inexperienced and untrained personnel. 

2. Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management appeal procedures should 
be changed so that a rancher does not have to appeal through the agency that 
cuts and/or accuses him. 

3. The accusation that the research end of the Forest Service and Bureau of 
Land Management are coming up with answers prior to investigation in order 
to.please the administrative end of these agencies, should be thoroughly investi- 
gated and if the accusations are true, the research end should be separated ‘from 
the bureaus. 

Thank you very much for reading this testimony and entering it into the 
records of Senate Public Lands Subcommittee hearing held here in Twin Falls, 
Idaho, on January 29, 1960. 


x 
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